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The Regi®nal Rural Roundtables were held during September 1979. ]

. They were sponsored by the Yureau of Elementary and Setondary

FEducation of the U. S. Office of Eddcation and coordinated |
through the ten regional offices of the U. §. Office of Education.
However, the opinions expressed.in this summary report do not
necessarily reflect the positions or.policies of tHe Office of
Educat®on, and no offitial endorsemeyt should be inferred.
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", FOREWORD - -
fhe-copdition of education in rural areas is a majer concern of the -
UJSS, Office of Education and the Bureau of Elementary and Secondary
Education. Several rural educators and members pf Congress have ’
‘expressed a growing concern that perhaps rural youth and adults do Y
not receive a quality educatfign., ‘ : . :

Welfare (speqifically, the 0ffice of the Assistant Pecretary for
Education, the Office of ‘Education's Bureau of EleMentary and Secondary
Education, the National Institute of Education's Program on Educational
Policy and Organization).and the U.S. Departmint of Agriculture's

In response to this_concérn,;éhe DeM¥ytment of He:iég, EdQCation.vand

Science and Education Administration sponsored a Rural Education
Conversations Seminar at College’ Park, MarylaAd on May 29-31, 1979. o
The purpose of this seminar was to. develop recommendations: for pew
guidelines and policies, or modify existing ones, for the Educaition ‘

. Divisioz of HEW and other interested agencies in the area of & ivering
n

educational services' to rural children and adults. e,

In preparation’ for the seminar, the sponsoring agencies commisshoned

twenty-nine practitioners-and experts in rural education ahd sogiology .
to develop 21 issue papers that reviewed the literature, research,

and educational mbthodology and made specific recommendations based

upon their findings. < - ' . ‘ )
- - ' . .

At the seminar, these practitioners and-experts presented their

*findings and recammendations to approximately one hundred representatives
of federal agendies, education and rara] associations and private
foundations. Paxticipants were divided into small groups which - .

discussed the isshes presented and developed recommendations for . ’
federal education policy in six major categories: ‘ :

1. Equity and quality. for ;uraileducation.
2. Linking‘rura} deveTopmenﬁ and furai education, . "i"
3. De]ivery.of services to rural education.
4. Data collection and research.

5. Vocational and career tratning in rural areas. s : .

]  § - '
6. Energy and rural education. ,
Each group then preéented their recommendatipns to the entire group
of. conferées for consideration and closure. After ‘considerable
debate and discussion ‘the conferees ultimately agreed upon a total ..
of twenty-eight recommfendations., These recommendations ranged in )
scope from changing administrative policy to initiiting new legislation.
A complete- text of the recommendations with accompanying rationale . .
and examples can be found in Appendix A of' this report. . ‘

. , o £
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Shortly aft&; the National Rural Education Seminar conCTUded,’Thomas'“
Minter, Deputy Commissioner of the Bureau of Elementary and Secondary
Education, suggested ‘to Norman E. Hearn, Special Assistant to the Deputy
Comiissioner, and others, that the 28 recommendatfons developed at the
seminar be validated by the rural congtituency. Wi1liam E. ‘NcLaughlin,
Assistant Commissioner of the Regional Liaison Unit, offered the services -
of the ten regional offices to conduct such a validation effort and B
s¢lected Hargdd L. Blackblirn, Regional Commwissioner for Educational
Programs, Region VII, and Donald Jacobsmeyer, Education Program Specialist

., in rural ‘education, Regipn VII, to develdp an implementation plan and
to serve as the lead region in"the effort. This.group collectively '
planned the strategies for conducting the series of regiondl meetings
in which the qural constituency would provide grass root Judgments on
the validity of the reconmendations as.well as offer testimonies-on how-
federal programs impact upon education 4n gural schools. The group
sélected the title "Rural Roundtables” .to describe these 'regional meetings.
This report describes the procedures, findings, and implfcations of
the regional Rural Roundtables held during September ,197.,51.‘., '

.
L




- “validate 28 rural
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ABSTRACT . -

. - " -0

During September 1979, the Bureau of Elementary and Secondary.Education

sponsored -eleven regional Rural Roundtable Discussion Groups. Thepurposes ¢

bf the Rural Roundtable Disciussion Groups were to have the rursll constituency.
é%ucatian recommendations which were developed in May

1979 at the NationaY Rural Education Séminar and to provide testimonies

- on how specific federal programs impact upon the condition of education

in rural schools.

A total of 508 members of the rural constituency participated in this -
validation effort. Two hundred seventy-Aine (279) rural-bartiéivhfits
aftended one‘of the elawen roundtable discussion groups. In addition,
(229 rural participants submitted their comments and suggestions to "

the proposed recomméndations by mail. . 1 :

.

In effect, the rurf) participants validated the .28 rural education
retommendations as feasible activities for a Federal Rural Education

Initiative. The majority of the rural participants agreed with each

of the 28.recommendations, though the range of agreement was from

94.9% approval for the recommendation to examine existing federal
financing formulas to 60.1% approval for the recommendation to establish
‘2 separate Office for Rural Education. A1l segments of the rural.
popwdation f all sections of .the country were fairly consistent in
their degree of agreement to specific _recommendations. However, a .
very determined segment of the rural constituency conSistently questioned
?the federal-government's role in rurg},education. ‘ .

tuency to” specific recomendations
dicates their priorities in a Federal Rural Educatiort Initiative, these
priorities .call for the federal.government to:

A -

4% the’deéree of agreement by the rural consti
n

+

1. . examine federal financing formulas and 6ther funding mechanisms
to ensure local flexibility is provided (94.9% agreement);

2." establish the fedéral goVernméht's.rurai re§eafEh agenda in »
p conjunction’'with the rural constituency {90.5% agreement); '

3. provide additional supﬁort for Eksgsportation, faciTitie;, and
delivéry systems in rural school districts (B89.1% agreement);
3

4. enable and Encourége rural school districts to combine funding
from various programs .(86.3% agreement); .

f, 5. * support communication networks tp sharé information among rural
educgtors (85.6% agreement); and, ' :

€. support broad-based vocational education programs dn rural areas
(85.2% agreement) .- o

- : 4
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Regarding federal programs in general, the rural constituency repeatly
stated they desired to maintain local and state contro] over decisions
affecting -their rural schools. They also stated that existing federdl
education pragrams place a disproportionately greater administrative burden
upon and are operationally less flexible in small rural schools than in
large urban schools due to the diseconomies of scale. To offset the effects
.of the diseconomies of scale in small.rural school districts, the rural
constituency suggested replacing the categorical nature of federay funding -
with a general revenud s rjn? type of assistance, instituting a s$parsity
factor intd entitlement formulas to account for the dgseconomics

of scale, and establishfing a rural set-aside in both entitlement and
discretionary grant prfgrams to ensure rural schools receive an

equitable sbare of fgderal resources. y "

. ”
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'© RURAL ROYNDTABLE PROCEDURES - .

~The Rural Roundtables ateﬁnpted toinform and involve the grass roots .
rural constituency.in the examinatiqn of rural education issues prior
to any development of federal policy. In .this regard the Roundtabhes
produced several notablg resulis including .
- THE ESSSEMINATION OF INFORMATION ON THE NATSQNAL
RURAL EDUCATION SEMINAR HELD MAY 29- 31, 1979 AT
COLEEGE PARK, MARYLAND TO 2,442 REY MEMBERS OF
THE RURAL CONSTIIUENEY NATIONWIDE .
- THE OPPORTUNITY FOR ALL SEGMENTS OF THE RURAL
. : CONSTITUENCY TO PRESENT THEIR PERCEPTIONS OF 28
: /// RURAL EDUCATION RECOMMENDATIONS ‘AT ELEVEN OPEN
t FORUMS (REGIONAL RURAL ROUNDTABLES) OR BY WRITTEN
. RESEONSES.l .
- THE COMPILATION OF 508 RURAL CONSTITUENTS.
, " GRASS ROOTS JUDGEMENTS ON THE VALIDITY OF THE
, 28 RURAL EDUGATION RECOMMENDATIDRS DEVELOPED
AT THE NATIONAL SEMINAR )
A IDE'NTIFICATION AND SELECTION OF RURAL POPULATIONS
/
Four(ruraT population groups were identified as being represéntatxves
of the rural population. A description of each ident1fied population
group fel lows. . L. .

-

Group 1 - Rural Organizptions U \

This group contained individuals fFBm’reco nized organizations
which represented the general, cultural, sqcial, and economic
interests of rural communities. ' This grou not include

' any organizatiens repres!hting the forma] ‘educational 4
establishment. '

2

Group 2 - Reral Educational Organizations and Rural Educators

This group included representaxives of recognized educational
associations, organizations, teachers, administrators, and
school board members in rural $chools and school districts.

. Group I - State Dgpartggg;s of Education

This group included, Chief State School Officers, or their
designees, .and State Department of Education staff members
familiar with the issues concerning rural school districts
within the1r respective States. ;



‘ ) Group 4 - General Rural quu'lat‘lbns o 6 e
" This group included citizens, governmené cfficia]é;hi .
minorjty group representatives who live in rural are#s, but do

not represent educational organizations and are not directly
- providing formal educational services, ' o

The USQE Region YII office contacted numerous national organizations
and asked them to identify state and regional representatives who were ,
knowledgeable concerning the issues of rural education. The regional - !
offices also coittacted various individuals associated with rural comunities

"~ in their region dnd asked them to nominate additional rural people to ‘
participate in the Roundtables. With respect to the selection of the invitees:

. 1. No effort was made to control the variables of the populatibn
™\ groups, i.e., numbers per group, age, sex, race, etc.

) P ) a .
2. The effort loncentrated upon identifying the greatest number

¢ .+ of invitees who were both familiar and interested in the

issues of rural education for the purposes of obtaining grass

root reactions and suggestive responses to the rural education
recommendations developed at College Park,- Maryland, apd

eliciting testimonials from the rural constituency on the

implementation of federal programs in rural settings.
- /

: .3, No inferences to the rural population‘uh1verse ased upon the ”
findings of this report are applicable due to~{lte sampiing technique. .
L i . , -“.* . - « . 4
, ' DATA COLLECTION INSTRUMENTS. '

USOE. Region VII, designed a data coTlection instrument. titled, =
“Rural Roundtable Discussion Guide,* for the Roundtable participants.

~ to record their responses to the recommendations. The Federal
. Education Data Acquisition Council (FEDAC) reviewed and cleared
- . this_instrument prior to.the data collectiorm activities. USOE, .
. Region YII, also designed a one page addendum to the instrumént for -
' rural educators and State Departments of Education representatives ’

% to cite how specific OF ?rograms impact upon the condition of
education in rural schools.g °

. ' ‘

- . . . SITE SELECTION

-

}

“tach Regional Commissioner for Educational Programs selected the
site and the date for the Rural Roundtable held in his or hem
region. Thé Regfonal Commissioners consideyred geographic proximity
© to rural populations, acgessibility by varibus modes of transportation,
o + availability of lodging Accommodations, a$ well as the. accessibility,
' of the facilities fogﬂ}ﬁg handicapped in their selection. Actual
- sites and dath of the/Roundtables are 1isted in Appendix B.

v, he . e . !
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. Ll ROUNDTABLE PARTICIPATION AND  FORMAT' :
\*‘(4 “., ) - - - . .

The Regidqu‘_;}&f'ﬁq:es sent.invitations and accompanying materials to

\ Roundtable -participants by mid-August, 1979. The Snvitations encouraged
Invitees who wefe unable, to attend the Roundtable to complete and s

s return the “Rural Roundtable Discussion Guide" to their appropriate

regional office. Each regional office ensured an invitation was

sent to at least one member of each Jural population group in each

state within their region. - o

The number of invitations sent and the actual number of rural e | 22

participants attegding varied considerably among the regions. ~ The )

-  fact that the federal government did not reimburse any of ‘the ’
participants’ costs assoctated with the Roundtables affected attend-
-ance Yn some regfons. A numeric count of the invitations sent and

participation for each Roundtable is listed below. T
. L . . 1':; %
) : ( - Npn-Federal  Non-Federal:
. , ‘ Total Roundtable’  ‘Completed ,  Roundtable
< Region Inyitations Sent Participants Participants Guides Date
I © o612 54 e - his 9/28/79
o7 207 R 10 28 9/20/79
I 196 s 10 s 10 9/13/79
v 103 3% i 28 20 9/:8{/19
" 296 - 13" -6 44 J 9179
% 146 X 62 57 , 65 9/26/79
v
V11 347 « 60 57. 87 9/25/79
. . ey - - .
. VIII 140 21 18 .25 9/24/79
N ' .2/ 14 4 9/19/7¢
5 x 70 e 4y 83 " 4 -9/20/19 -
‘ . “ 9/27/79 -
Totals 2,442 ) 336 279 508 . <

-
.

: - .\ . y

It should be noted that participationvat the Roundtables increased with °
the amount of time available between the receipt of the invitation by
the participants and the date of the Roundtable. ‘For exdmple, Regions V
and 111 invitees'-received tHeir invitations approximately two weeks
before the scheduled Roundtable and had six participants each. On the
other hand, Regions VII, VI, and I invite%d, their invitations”’
approkimately ‘one month before the schedulgw able and had 5,
57, and 46 participants’ respectively. ‘ CT

. o ) . o 2 ’
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.o ALl Rural -Roundtables had a similar foumat.. Fach Regioma], Commissjoger .
. " chaired ‘the Rpoundtable Discussion in his or her respective region. "
> - ‘Beveryl members of the planning team from the National.Rural Conversatipns » .
<. . -+ Seminar assisted the Regional Eommissiéners by 3erving As a resource - C
' per<on at setected Rouridtables, ‘These members-.included: Thomas- K. .
N Ninter, Daputy Coomissioner; Biureaw of Elementary angd Secondary .
v ..y o Education; Willtam E. Mclaughljin, ASsistant .Comiissioner, Office of .o
: ~"+, . ‘Regional Liaison Unit; Norman E. Hearn, Assis ant“to the Deputy - T
-e- - Commissigher; Bureau of tlementary and Secondary Education; Pegey - -~ e
‘ " “.Ross, Resegrch Analyst, U.S. Department of.Agriculture; Thomas - -

. - Shultz, Research Associate and Team Leader for Rural-Education, National
Ui 0t Institute of Edgcation; Eveiett D Bdington;-Director of the £RIC :
.+« .~Llearinghouse on Rural Education and 'Small Schaols; Lewis Tamblyn, Executive
. Ditector; Regional/Rural Education Association; and Gail Parks,” - - )
. Education Director, "Ngtional Rural Center. A staff member .from the ¢ LT
USQE Region VII office was also in attendance at at}- the Roundtables.

exCgpt the one in Fairbanks, Alaska,

L3S

T

. s

A total of 508'rural indfviduals participated in the Roundtables by
. either attending or returning their complated discussion 'gufdes. ' The

279 Roundtable participants completed their “Rural Roundtable Discussion
Guide" during-.the course of the discussions at each Roundtable. In :
addition, the 229 repondents who were unable to ‘attend the Roundtables, e
completed their guides and returned them by mail. Three hundred thirty (330) )
‘of the 508 respondents (64.96%) were representatives of educational
‘organizations or associations, rural teachers, administrators, or
school toard members. )

P
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- The Eolpflatjon and, analyses of the. respanses by the’508 Roundtable
-, participants produced several ‘notabTe findings. Highlights of* these
LA . . _,f W

findings. are:

- THE MAJORITY OF ‘THE
-AGREED WITH ALL OF

G TP

* .

508 “RURAL ROUNDTABLE PARTICIPANTS

THE "TWENTYZEIGHT RURAL EDUCATION -~

" RECOMMENDATJONS DEVELOPED AT JHE NATIONAL RURAL EDUCATION '

" SEMINAR. JHE RANGE-
.-, RECOMMENDATION 4,

OF AGREENENT WAS FRON.94.9% IN
ICH CALLED FOR THF FEDERAL GOVERNMENT

TO EXAMINE FEDERAL FINANCING PORMULAS,, TO £€0.1% IN

' RECQMMENBATION 3, WHICH CALLED FOR THE ESTABLISHMENT.

“ ' - ALL SEGMENTS (RURAL

OF AN OFFIGE-FOR RURAL EDUCATION WITHIN HEW.® ‘%

ORANNIZATIONS, RURAL EDUCATORS, '

STATE DEPARTMENTS OF EDUCATION, AND THE GENERAL MURAL
POPULANCE ) OF THE RURAL CONSTITUENCY PARTICIPATING AT
THE ROUNDTABLES RESPONDED FAIRLY CONSISTENTLY WITH '

.« -+ RESPECT TO THEIR D
. - THE FEW INCONSIST

"'PARTICULAR RECOMMENDATIONS.

" - PARTICIPANTS ‘Tﬁmﬁu REGIONS OF THE CDUNTRY L
RESPONDED FATRPCONRISTENTLY :ém RESPEET TQ THEIR DEGREE -

’ OF AGREEMENT WITH

INCONSISTENCIES AMONG REGIONS

RECOMMENDATIONS. _
- THE MAJORITY OF THE

REE OF AGREEMENT WITH EACH RECOMMENDATION.
IES AMONG GROUPS WERE CONFINED TO

CH-RECOMMENPATION. MOSTOF THE '
RE CONFINED TO PARTICULAR
¢t - :

RURAL PARTIGIPANTS CONSISTENTLY

»  ADVOCATED THE MAINTENANCE OF.LOCAL CONTROL IN.THE RURAL

*SCHOOL DECISION-MAKING PROCESS. ,
A VERY DETERMINED QINORITY OF THE éURAL PARTICIPANTS -

(IN ALL SEGMENTS OR

+

GROYPS OF THE RURAL POPULATION AND

IN ALL REGIQNS OF THE' COUNTRY) CONSISTENTLY STATED THAT
THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT SHOULD NOT HAYE A ROLE IN RURAL

EDUCATION.
- REPRESENTATIVES OF I

NDIVIDUAL STATES, ASSOCIATIONS, AND

ORGANIZATIONS CITED THE EFFORTS THEY HAVE MADE TO IMPROVE
RURAL EDUCATION IN THEIR SPHERES OF INFLUENCE.

- THE MAJORITY OF THE

PARTICIPANTS DID NOT IDENTHFY THE

' SPECIFIC FEDERAL LAWS, REGULATIONS, OR POLICIES WHiCH
) THEY FELT DISCRIMINATED AGAINST RURAL SCHOOLS. RATHER '
THEY STATED THAT FEDERAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS, IN GENERAL,
PLACE A DISPROPORTIONATELY GREATER ADMINISTRATIVE BURDEN
UPON AND ARE OPERATIONALLY LESS FLEXIBLE IN SMALL RURAL .
* SCHOOLS THAN IN LARGE URBAN SCHOOLS DUE TO THE DISECONOMIES

"OF SCALE,

¢

¢

1
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» T . - THE RURAL EDUCATORS OFFERED SUGGESTIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
~— _ ON WAYS IN WHICH THE CHARACTERISTICS OF RURAL SCHOOLS. :
o -COULD BE TAKEN INTO°ACCOUNT BY THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT IN

" ITS DISTRIBUTION OF EDUCATHONAL "FUNDS. , THE MOST FREQUENTLY
. CITED SUGGESTIONS WERE: <« = | SR

1. r ELININATE THE CATEGORICAL NATURE OF FEDERAL .
PROGRAM FUNDING AND REPLACE IT WITH A GENERAL ¢
_REVENUE SHARING TYPE OF.ASSISTANCE. :

A .

”

N 2. INSTITUTE A SPARSITY FACTOR IN ENTITLEMENT
. ~ ~¢  FORMULAS. o . :

. 3. ,ESTABLISH A RURAL SET-ASIDE IN .ENTITLEMENT
\ AND DISCRETIONARY’ GRANT PROGRAMS.

| ' RESPONSES TO S?!CIFIC RECOHMENDATIONS'

Each Rural Roundtable pattféipaht received a "Rural Roundtable Discussidn
Guide" instrument. On this instrument, the' participants Indicated on a
five point scalé from strgngly agree to strongly disagree their feglings

o’ . to each recosmendation. The actual numbers and percentages of participants'
responses by category and recommendation is located in Appendix C of this
-~Teport. B . . C ,

_'The majority of. the 508-participants indicated they either strongly agreed
or agrged with each of the 28 recommendations. ' The range of agreement to
spec;ggﬁ recormendations was from 94.9 agreement (66.6% strongly agree ’

and 28.3% agree) to recommendation 4, which called for the federal goverriment

. to examine federal financing formulas to ensure maximum local flexibility, ~

to 60.1% agreement (25.4% strongly agree and 34,7 agree) to recommendation 3,
which called for the establjshment of an Office for Rural Education within
HEW or the Department of Education. -

At least four put-of f19e o# the participants either-siroﬁg1y agreed or

agreed with eight of the recommendations. These eight recommendations
in agreement order are: : ! .

] : .

Recommendation 4 (FTexibIe Funding Mechanism) -‘94.9%'ggréement

" Recommendation 2V (CotTaborative‘Reseaf;h Ageqda) - Sﬂ.szfagreement

‘ Recotmendation 5 (Additional Financidl Support) - Sé.li agreement
Recommendation 13 (Combine Fundi&g) - é6<3% agreement
Reéommenéftfbn 9-(Cunnunica€?on‘Network) - 85,6% agreement
Recommendation 25 (Broad-Based Vpc;tional Education} - 85.2% agreement
Recommendation 24 (Vbcationai Service Delivery Systems) - Bl.é% agreement

- Recommendation 18 (Education Service Agencies) - 80.1% agreement

..\) é
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- ~"Only to four recomendations did more than 20% of the participants indifate

they either disagreed or strongly disagreed and no more than 27.3% of the
participants indicated such dtsagreement’ to' any particular recanmendasinn.

More participants indicated tﬁey';ere 'Jndqcided; with the fo]]%uing
vecommendations: - . N .
. " Regosslendation 12 (Broader Involveent) - 19% undecided -

' Recommendation 10 (Rural‘EHucation Act) - 17% undecided = -
_ §ecomnendatinn 14_(Inteknationai-;xperigents) - 15% undecided

-t

-
’ -

- DIFFERENCES BETWEEN POPULATION GROUPS -

For the purposes of the Rural Roundtables, four separate groups
, Or pppulations constituted the rural population. Thgse groups were:

Broup 1 - Representatives of rural_gqganiz;ticné
Group 2 - Rurilaeducators, administrators, schooi béard members,
: and representatives of rural educational orgdnizations 7~
and associations ' '

L]

Group 3 - Representatives of State Departments of Educatfon

Group 4

Rural individuals not associated Eﬁth the other groups
A}
The majority of the participants from each rural population group indicated
they efther strongly agreed or agreed with each of the 28 recommendations.
The. range of agreement was from 96.5% by rural educators to Recommendation é
* (Flexible Financing Formulas) to 55.7% by State Departments of Education to
Recommendation 10 ?Rura? Education Aét). Appendix D of this report A
1i5ts the rank order and percentage of agreement to each recommendation
by each of the rural popu?gtjoq groups.

More representatives of rural organizations agreed with more of the

28 irecotmendations than the other three groups. Eighty-two peréent
(82%) of the,representatfvg; of the rural organizations responded
with efther an agree or Strongly agree response to all 28 recommenda-
tions. This group was followed by rural educators _and representatives
of educational organizations (76.3%), State Departments of [ducation
representatives (74.8%), and the general rural population (72.Y%) in
the degree of agreement with the 28 recosmendations. :

!

A1l four groups of the rural population generally agreed .to the same
extent with edch of the recommendations. The groups varied less thah. .
155 from the highest to the Towest group in twenty of the 28 recommendation:
Only to Recommendation 8 (Techn?ca1 Assistance, 22,5% variance) and Recomme:
11 (Local Capacity Building, 22.8% variance) did the groups yary more
than 20%. There was also little variante and great congistency in
the rank-ordering of the recommendations by the groups.  For the
rank order and percentage of participants'sagreement by'recommendation
and group. see the table in Appendix D. (?
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\ The consistency im agreement among the four r
recommendations fs illustrated in. the two rec

-

. " ‘the other recommesdations: * - .

' To Recommendation 8 @echnical Assistance), 9

.variance. The rtifal groups, of coursel. respo

0.2% of ‘the ;ﬁral organization.

\

draT.grehbs-to specific '
ommendatjons with the greatest’
nded-much more cansistently to

-
£

&

< representatives indi d_;hs{ eyther strongly agreed or agreed, whige.81.4%

- of the rural educators, "70.6%"of "tiie genera}
" of Stafe Departments of tdutation,representat

. To Recommendation 11 (Local Capacity Buflding

" representatives, 83.4% of State Departments o
81.5% of the rural. edycators, and 63.3% of th

-+ indicated 'they either agreed or strongly agre

)

rura} populancé, and 67.7% .-

L]

ives indicated such agreement..

E}

f Education vepresentatives,
e general rural populance .
ed. . 7. o

-

A

DIFFERENCES BE%NEEN REGIONS

- Participation in” the Roundtables varded considerably among the ten Lo
USOE regions of the country. The range af participation wis from \
118 rural individuals in Region 1 (New England States) to ten in o
Region III (Mid-Atlantic States). For this reason, specific comparisons > !

between regions, is difficult. However, certa
are possible.

Participants from all ten regions of the coun
with the 28 recommendations, although the“ran
specific recommendations by particular region
4%. A1l participants {100%) from two of th
several of the recommendations. In Region II
100% of the particpants agreed with Recommend
Research Agenda) and 22 {Coordination of Voca
Region VIII (Western Mountain and Plains Stat
agreed with Recommendations 4 (Flexible Finan
laborative Research Agenda, 18 (Technology),

in generalized findings . f

b

try generally agreed

ge of agreement to

s was from 100% to

e regions agreed to

I (Mid-Atlantic States),
atians 21 (Collaborative
tional Programs). In.

es), 1Q0% of, the participants
cing .FOrmulas), 21 (Col=

and 20 (Rural Research).

This is contrasted with only 44% of the participants from Regfon

-VIIL agreeipg with Recommendation 16 (Rural ¥

Region VIII participants, tended to agree with
other nine regions.  Of the total responses t

eacher Incentives).

more recommendations than the
0 all twenty-eight v :

recommendations, 82.6% of the participants from Region VIII responded

with either agree or strongly agree response.
with Region IX, where 72.2% of the participan
agree or strongly agree response to the total

mendations. Participants from the other-USOE

all 28 reconmendations by degree of agreement
IT - 81.9%, Region IV. - 81.3%, Region III - 7
Region [ - 76.4%,.Regio§-VI - 74.7% Regfon VI
V - 72.3%.

This 1s contrasted «
ts responded with an
twenty-eight recom-
regions responded to
accordingly: Region
7.1%, Region X - 77.0%,
I-73.3%, and Regfpn

Participants from the tén regions of the country also responded

fairly consistently in their degree of agreement to specific
recomeendations, although not to the degree that the four rurat groups did.
A rank ordering of the specific recommendations by degree of agreement by

the participants from gach region is found in
v "

Appendix E of this report.
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j, 86.1% of the ‘rurai organization ;
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‘mnc'x_miy COMMENTS, TO RECOMMENDATIONS -+ °

o ‘ ) < ¥
Many of the participants expres comments to “the variaus recommend
. v.  which provide an {nsight ingto thefr rationale for their responges. °

A swmary of their comments to edch recommendation;follows, v

A . - , L » . ,/:T.‘l'. ~‘
+ Recommendation 1 (Executive Order) (74.6% Agreement) - /&%Kfff. O

., The majority (74.8%) of the participants who agreed with his recohu-

- .pendation which called for the Frestdent to 1ssue an Executive Crder

_efther indicated such an action was urgently weeded £0.raise the

‘nation's level of consciousness to the needs of fgpifaedscation or .
stated simply that such an Executivé Ongr“uuuld, nly have the possibility-
of prsducing benefits.for rural educatipn, Tt;es'e two. feelings are - o
‘11lustrated by two participants' cgments:

i\ Y
"This (executive order) is an absplute must.”

“Not a long range solut ‘;-&nd/né assurance of ary maj :
~ - changes at all, but it/ (executfve order) could be ¥nstituted
. quickly and possibly fielp us.” .

More representatives of r ral organizations (80.5%) agreed with his
recommendation than the Other three groups; rural educators (76.4%),
?tate ?epartment of Egdcatfan (82.0%?. and general rural populange,
55.52. v o A )
& ’ }

Recommendation 2 jf%ter;genqy Cobhdinatiqg_gggélf150;4% Pgreement)
LU :

While a major{ty of the respondents (60.4%) agreed with this recoh-
mendation, whizh.called for the federal government tp establish a °
federal interagency coordinating body, many expressed a concern that
this coordinating body might simply hecome a "paper mill" and be
ineffective if it was not responsive to local needs. Almost all -
. "of the rgspondents agreeing with this recommendation expressed a

" concern Similar to, "We don't need another level of bureaucracy, but
we neeg the resources.”

On the other hand, many respondents who disagreed with the recommendation
ovepwhelmingly stated they did not-vish to add to or enlarge the federal
, government's education divisfon, Repeatedly, they stated, "Too many
. groups now!", "I don't want another agency to deal with.", and "This
wolld create another layer of bureaucracy."” o

fﬁecommé;dation 3 {Office of Rural Fducation) (60.1% Agreement)

" The participants reacted to the creation of an.Office ‘of Rural Education
much.in the same manner as they did to the éstalishment of an interagency
coardinating body (Recommendation 2). While the majority (60.1%)

! favored the recenmendation, many expressed a concern with increasing the
number of federal employees and regilatery authority as ‘svidenced
by statements such as, "I den't like to see additions to governiment
employees, but if this is the only way (to draw attention to rural
needs) then. it will have to bé." and "Only if 1t (Office of Rural

© . Education) 1is for advpcacy and not regulation.” ‘

ERERE e
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As with Reconmendation 2, the pfrticipants who disagreed with this’
recormendation felt.a separate Qffice of Rural Education wolld add
«another admihistrative<layer to the federal government.. This view.
. €an be sumnarized by one participant who etated, “We have. enough .
i 'red tape' to deal, with:at the present time without.adding to thg. « . ' o
* .burden." S W P < . e T

W f{e‘éfxme'ndqtig_n 4 (Flaxfble Fihincing Formylas) {94.9% Agreement) |

- The par'ticipants rated 'this recomvendation, calling for the Federal
. =+ govermment to examwine financipg formulas to ensure maximum local ‘
v« flexibility, the highest. Of the 498 participants who responded to

- this recommendation, 332 (66.6%) indicated they strongly agree and
141 (28.31) indicated they agree. All,groups and all regions were very

’

‘ consistent in their degree of agreement with this recommendation.
While agreeing very strongly with this recommendation, many participants .
cited the need to establish a sparsity factor in existing formulas ‘ ¢
v to compensate for the diseconomies of scale in providing services :
to “special" rural populations. Other papticipants frequently cited ' s

the pressing need for local flexibility in administering federal
- programs, 3gain due-to the diseconomies of scale. The participants
expressed these two views by stating: )

"We must provide the same services to students without regard
to’'size of specfal populations.”

"Sparsity factor definitely needs to be included in all
© financing formulas to offset diseconomies of scale. Specific
. rural set asides need to be initiated.” .

e “Local flexfbil{ty is the key!"

"Existing federal formulas and regulations governing fundihg
to rural states and local schopl districts prevent, or even
preclude, local initiative in seeking such supbort and,
moreover, tend to negate local interest in seeking or
utilizing Federal funds." .

~"Amen! Federal fundfng‘is geared to numbers and density; ’
also to urban needs. Guidelines and ¢riteria need revision." "

The few negative responses and comments to Recommendation 4 questioned ;

the Constitutionality of federal aid to education, such as, "Federa)

money should not be spent on education!", and "Leave education to the

States.” ‘ .
:‘.i""‘" . s . ,

Rectrmendation 5 {(Additional Financial Support) (89.1% Agreement)

- -

As with Recormendation 4, the great majority (89.1%) of the participants
also supported this recommendation which called for providing .
f additional support for the ardas of transportation, facilities, and
/( delivery systems in rural school districts. Many participints cited .
the need for additional funds in these areas, but again thay stated that .
they dfdn't want to lose local control. One participant supmed up this
vhwbysmt?g:' _ o . \
' . ‘ A
: 10 ‘ Vo
‘ LN \
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i\\l Fedéral support toward each of the !bove areas fn-lacking , T
?

. concern_ against gbe federal government actually developingbcurricuia. A e

__/’ N

expecially in the areas of- transportation and -energy-related
{ssues. Although additional sgpport is necessary, Federal . : .
pplicies and regulatfpns must be nesponsive to*local qontr01 R N
and use', of "suth funds.* L L ’ ~

3 N ' . . .

Recommendatiofr 6 (Rura? Curritulhm),(?? 2 #greement) LT R

Over three put of four participants {77. 2') dgreed ndtp thfs regoR-
mendation, which called for” the federal government to encourage,

but not direct, the developmant.of relevant curricula for\rural >
schopls. Many of- these participants stated that much of the '
curriculum currently in rural schode either has an yrban bias or is’
outmoded. Many participants also stated that curricula could be

‘hast dgye?oped at the state vr local level while expressing a strong

Many of the pdrtic§pant§ who disagreed with this recqmnendation also
expressed the concern that curriculum descisions were state and local
decisions, but suggested that if the federal government encouraged (supported
curriculum development it would ultimately beCnme jnvolved in the decision-
making prpcess.

Recmnmendat1on 7 (Encpqragg Cownunity-Based Ogggn+gatipns) (27 8%
Agreement] . 3

While the majority {77 8%) of the participants agreed with this
recormendation which.called for the féderal government to encourage
and support community-based educational organizations, their comments
were -divided between two points of view. One view was that community- ) .
based educational organfzations .are an yntapped resource for rural -

.schools in many areas. The other view zas that community-based

educational organizations would be competing with school districts .

for already limited funds., The' repregentative of ryral organization

favored this recommendation (87% agreement) more than the other three groups.

Recommendation 8 (Technical Assistance) (78.2% Agreement)

Almost four out of five (78.2%) of the participants agreed with this
recommendation which called for the federal government to provide

. technicalassistance to yural schools in order for them to.compete

with urban schools for competitive funds. Many of the participants.
who agreed with this recommendation stated that, “"Rural administrators
rarely have-the time or staff 'to compete for federaT funds."®

Participants who disagreedrwith the recommendation did so with the
idea that states should be providing the necessary technical assistance,
not the federal government. Fewer State Departments of Education repre-

sentatives (67.7%) agreed or strongly agreed with this recommendation than
the other three groups.

&S
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Recommendation 9 (Communitition Network) *(85.6% Agreement).

The partitipants rated thi§ recommendation, calling for:the federal
gavernment to support commuinicatfon networks for rural schools, very
highly. Many of the participants who agreed cited the sharing of &
. information among rural districts as a pressing need. This need “s :
1s fllustrated by one participght who staged, "Currently there is . * . -
neway of sharing data in thesd disparyte’areas,”” . S NP
. . - N . LY .
‘The participants expressed basically two different suggestians on
the establishment of a rural communicat?on network. .One suggestion

. w8 to Incorporate it intg. existing networks such as-the National

. “Diffusion Network {NDN} . . Jhe other suggestion was to establish

" an entirely separate network for riiral schools. . e

. r : N : . A : , )
Recommendation 10 (Rural Education Act) (63.9% Agreement) . -

. Iy N N .

The participants reacted to th;g recommendation, which called for )
enacting a Rural Education Act®along two extremes. The majority P
*(63.9%) of the participants agreeing with the recommendation felt

it was necessary t¢ provide rural equity. This view was best. -
expressed- by one participant who stated, “It (rural equity} is the

only way it's going to happen." However, several commenters also

-, expressed concern that the legislation not create an additional

", administrative burden upon local school districts‘and”efode Tocal control

in decision-making. . )

The view of the participants who disagreedfwith the recommendation -

can best be illustrated by one commenter who stated, "Congress ,

has no_ggsiness in educat;on.ﬁ o o : .

A sf;;abIe ﬁumber (17.4%) of the participants. stated that they

were undecided over this recommendation. This, group of participants
expressed confusion as to how a Rural Education Act would ultimately impact
upon a ‘local s;pool district, . ' -

™

Recommendation. 11 (Local Capacity Building) (79.9% Agreement)

/ . . -
While the majority (79.9%) of the participants agreed with this )
recommendation, which called for the faderal government to provide
funds for assessing rural needs, many st ‘that local control
must be maintained with few or no strings at®wghed.

. .l
Participants disagrbeing with this recommendatidn either felt that rural
districts-already knew what the%; needs were or that states and local
school districts should assess feir own needs without federal
involvement. .

Recommendation 12 {(Broader.Involvement) (68.1% Agreement)

One coment, "Small fragmented programs are of 1ittleé value to the
students involved." summed up the feelings of the majority (68.1%)
of the participants who agreed with this recommendation. However, many of
these participants again expressed concern that local control be maintained

' 12 .
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in iniplementing this recommendation, which called for the supporting of

< " -community-based organizations, comiftees, and institutions im-an effort to

. meet local Qeedg.‘
: v N

“Participarits disagreé‘lng. with the

- ' '. oo ! - _
recommendation genevally felt that better

.~ use.of the.time and funds meeded to accomplish the recommendation should be -

put intp providing needed and direct services to students. Almost one out
of five participants.(19,Q%) indicated they were undecided with this
reaommendation, primarily due to their 'uncertainty of how it would
actually be implméqted. " . : :

*

" , xamendaﬁcn 13‘; Lcmbfﬂed Furding) (86.3% Agreement) . >

The majority (86.3%) of the partitipants sgreed ¥ith this recommendation,
which called for encouraging"rural communities aaq organizatipens to
combine funding from various agencies to improve services to students.
Many of the participants cfted the disadvantages rural schools have °

“with existing categoridal funded programs and suggested replacing

categorical programs with general assistance similar to revenue sharing..

. _ ‘ o . R §
However, one participant presented the case for categorical. funding by stating
-Hechanisms are in place for similar interagency: agreements at-the local

Vievel. In some cases, however, Jt may be desirable for funds to be

categorically allocated for issue protectiaon.”

-

Recommendation 14 (International Expeﬂments) (65.‘0% Agreement)

\ ‘
Thé majority (65.0%) of the participants agreed with this recommendation,

which advocated the federal government gathering and disseminating
successful rural education experiments in other countries, though _
not to the extent as most of the other recommendations. - The participants’
responses and comments ranged from both ends of the spec.’ﬂ\nn, and all

points in-between. Two comments {llustrate these extremes, One

participant, who strongly agreed, stated, "The U.S. could learn . . .
much from Such efforts as the Australian Country Education Project’
and the United Kingdom's study on Sparsely Populated Areas."

- Another participant, who strongly disagreed, 'ftated, "Seldom do

", programs in pther countries relate to/America

(15.1%» of the participants stated thit they were undecided wif is
recommendation, : . ' .

&

Recommendation 15 (Teacher Training) (71.2% Agreement)

Almost three out of four partfcvfpants (71.2%) égreed with this -
recommendation, which called for the federal government to provide

resources for establishing specialized rural. preservice and inservice
-~ .

training programs.

§ rieeds.” ‘A sizeghle number
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" Many ‘participants who expressed agreement cited the need fér teacher recruftment
- and retention ip rural schools, particularly*in.the more isolated rural districts.
.~ One participant expressed this need by stating, -"Ne pay (teachers)
* $2,000 dbove the state average, but we don't have a supply of extra.
. beWple wanting to teach Ym our system because of the rural area,”
~~.  However.most Ppartidiparfts stated that their rural teachers were
‘paid considerably les$ than urban areas, . .

- -

‘4

recomendation than rural educators {72, 7%)% Stase Departments. of -
Education (63.4%),#and the rural populance (66.6%)." The most common N
objectiond to this recommendation wera that teacher tmafning should \
be a state or local function and that the proposed program would
create another categorical program with subsequént applications and -
- reporting forms. - 1 > )

Recommendation 16 (Rural Teather Incentives) (68.0% Agreement)

,'. , . ) _ . . . ) }\' . .
;K{,More representatives of rural”organizations (83.3%) agreed with this- -

The majority of the participants who agreed with this recommendation
(68.0%) indicated that something s needed to attract .teachers into
the rural areas. ThiS view was expressed by one participant who stated,
“Nothing 1ike this currently exists and is-definitely needed. Salary
differences for new and experienced teachers and administrators in € -
" s, rural versus urban schools are discriminatory in states where school
- funding is tied to enroliments." . ' )

Fewer representatives of State Departments of Education (60.6%). agreed .
with this recommendation than representatives of rural organizations
(79.9%), rural educators (69.9%), and the rural populance (63.3%). A
Also, more participants (82.0%) from Region IV agreed with this reconmendation
than other regions. In fact, less than half of the participants from .
Region IIT (40.7%) and Regipn VII (44.0%) agreed with this recommend- - DX
ation. ‘ B ‘ .

Many of the participants disagreeing with this recommendation stated

that while such a program may attract teachers to rural areas, they

probably wouldn‘t stay there longer than they would be required to do

so. One of these participants, a teacher, stated, "The incentive

would heTp me pay for my house, but rural schools do not need personnel

who are interested only in the incentive. This would only compound

the problems."” : .

Reccmmen&ation 17 (Technology) (77.7%) : e

Participants from all rural groups and regions responded very similarly

- to_this recommendation. They generally stafed that technology could
solve many of the inherent problems associated with isolated rural
argas. Several participants cited examples such as the Appalachian
Reg{enal Satellite Project, which could serve as models.

™ The participants who disagreed with'the recommendation questioned the
costs associated with such technology and the inflexibility of rural

school districts' budgets to continue programs ‘i;ifte'r federal !
assistance ceases, N ’
) ‘ ~ 14
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Recommendation 18 (Education ServMce Agencies) (80.1%':Agreement) “

'l L - A 2 . ‘.
While four out of five of the 'total participants (80.1%) agreed with
this recommendation, ni percent (90.0%) of the representatives
of rural organizations , - Many participanys from the group ' —
suggested the Agricultu xténsion Service Mode) as aj effective
' d%ivery system for rural areas. . - } VoL
. The few participants (9.227 who disagreed with thié'reccnnmndétieﬁ generally-

stated that Education Service Agencies tend to restrict local control by
- mandating certain. types of programs and services not necessarily neaded ‘;S
while af the same time further restricting local budgetary control,

4

Recommendationgl9 (Rural Data) 171:8% Agreement)

While the four rural groups responded very similarly 1@ this recomméqdation

(less than 10% difference between the highest and loweSt group), participants

from the various regions differed_greatly from a range of 100% agreement .

in Region VIII to 59.5% agreement in Region IX. . .
Participants agreeing with tife recommendation generally stated a _

' deficiegcy exists in collecting data on small rural districts. One participant

expressed this view by stating, “In 1976-77, there were 15,891 school

. districts of uhf;%‘i?% were smaller rural districts operating with fewer

than 1,000 students, 27% were operating with fewer than 600 studemts

and 11.5% were operating with fewer than 300 students. Each of these

school district size categories are faced with their own unique problems.

Comparative data needs to be compiled and broken down in greater detail

rather than Tumping all districts with fewer than 2,500 studentis into

one category. The National Center for Fducation Statistics {NCES})

doesn’t even collect data on-districts enrolling fewer than 300 students,

yet there are 1,247 districts operating K-12 schools with fewer than

300 students.” .

Participants~lisagreeing with the recommendation generally stated

that such a compilation of data wbuld probably necessitate rural administrators

completing more forms and reports. ' o

Recommendation 20 (Rural Research) (78.7% Agreement)

The majority of the participants agreeing with this'recommendation ¢
(78.7%) generally stated that more research is needed in rural schools,
but added that rural schoc]s must make the decisfons whether to °
implement or not implement programs. ‘In other words, local
control must be preserved. ° ' S

THe participants who disagréed geheral1y stated that research begets
more research and not necessarily better services. One participant

¢

-~

B

4

suimed UP this view by stating,”"Research in-this area is-for < u’f_d
£ N - )

researchers, not to-improve education. Why not talk to the people
educatiny the children?" e - .

e

. - ‘ K
, . . }‘5 A‘ e ’2



L)

." }“ « ) " N } - - 5. . ' “ - ‘ ) .. -~ ""$ - -
) - A L Yy
" Recbmmendation 21 (go?laborative Refearch Agendqliﬁbﬂﬂsz'Agreemeng) *

-

o .. ( ‘ . - .

7 Only to Recommendation 4 (glexible'Fifancing Formulas) ditl mite partie
chpantg, agred or stronfly #gree with a particular recomfiendation. ' Over
winety percent (Qo.szlfagveed with 2 collaborativesresearch agenda: A1l
groups- and regions. of “th ‘

. overwhelming majority of the paMticipanss.stated a sense of disbelief - .
that the research agenda Nvuld.be‘establishédxuithdutpiuxe1vement.qﬁ the *
rural constituency. Several participants expressed this“view by stating
"(Jhere) should be ng questions abodt th¥s one.”, amg-"Obviously, and
school bdards also," A v - A

-

-, : , . ” ’ L
One participant, while chastizing previous federal policy in this .,
. area, pinpointed a dilemma in accomplishing*thi recommendation.
"Both Federad. po%jcy and practices that lead to,the establishment of
a ‘researcs agenda’ have failed to inciude, in appropriate propertions,
~ representgtives from the rural communitys This dilemma has been enhanced,
at least part, by wural educators' lack eof awareness g the © 7
‘process’ of setting such-an agenda.” - - ' I ‘

n
A

_ ‘Recommendation 22 (Ceordination &f Vocational Prograﬁé) (77.1%‘Agreeme5t) }

Payf?cipants from all population groups responded very consi%tentiy in
agreeing to this recommendation. 'The difference from the highest and
- lowest rural group was only 4.1%. However, the range 'of agreement in .
» the regions was from 100% by Region III partdcipanmts to 67.4% bx Region VII.

Participants (77.1%) agreeing with:the recommendation, which«xalled 77
for the federal government to provide fprmal coordinationof federal
wvocational ghd other training programs, stated that they did so for

a number of peasons, Genéraldy, these participants cited the need ’
for accessible vocational progggﬁ

such coordination at- the federal level would provide for a more
comprehensive approach to vocational training programs in rural areas. =~
These participants also stated that they did not wish to see additional
coordinating bodies established. Rather,  they stated existing personnel,
preferably at the state level, could &ccomplish such coordination.:

‘Participants who disagreed with the reconmendation generally stated
that any formal coordination would infierently create additional paperwork.

5

Recommendation 23 {Guidance and Counseling) (73.2% Agfeement)

The majority of the participants (73.2%) supporting this recommendation
continually stated that ryral schools are lacking in guidance and * -,
counseling programs and materials., One rural educator stated, "Too .
many of our students today are being counseled out of their local
communities because of urban oriented vocational materials and i11-
‘prepared rural counselors who are not equipped to.work with school -
and community developmend projects that would place emphasis- on

‘teaching student skills for creating their own opportunities in our

y
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countly equally supported this recommendation. ' The -

s in rural areas and that hopefully, ¢



3 - - .- .
- - small communities." Several participants suggested using existing L
- programs such as Title IV-C of the Elementary and Sec Ac¥and.  ~ :
‘the Natiomal Diffusion 'Netwark (NDN) ta develop and sseminate .
guidance "and” tounseling programs.” . - enoro oot

LN
A .- - .

.

- 1y

;. dversified from community to community. The view was.éxpressed by
., . tWo participants.e stated, "The needs of rural learners are
unique jn'each area of the United Sfates. In no. way should the.
-federal govermment be involved in this kind of service.' - The'
-other one stated, "I doubt that rural and‘urban‘kids~3§§gthat
" different in psyci®logical development and needs, nor tan .2 set of
materials be developed to meet the various, rural. popylations.” .
| \‘\ ’." - e . - ~_ . ’A\’ B ‘;‘» \"
' p . \’.‘ . . ;
=+ Recommendation 24 (Vogationdl Service Delivery Systems) (81.8% .
s+ . - Agreement] - . ﬂ
L Over four out of five participants (81.8%) expréssed agreement with this
recommendation which caTled for the’/federal government to support research
program devélopment and evaluation of career/vocational services to rural

clientele. There was little difference in the degree of agreement by 7
the various rural populations and regions of the country, 1'

. g . R S Lo i‘S‘

“The participants.who.disagreed generally ‘Stated that such a brogfam

u?&$§ be ineffective‘due torthe fact that rural populations are too
d

One* rural educator perhaps concerned that such support could be
. fragmented without proper directions stated, "(I agree) 1f.offered
.as an integral component of a comprehensive delivery systam, There is
. the threat here of piecemeal development.” \

is never disputed,”, although®everal of his colleagues disagreed
% and stated, "The Feds” should stay out. This is a state and local.,
‘function.9~ . - T

. While another rural educatér,iizted. “(The) federal role in research = =~

A Y

H‘Recammendatihn 25 (Broad Based Vocationa?“Education)"(85;2%

Agreement)

While the majority of the participants (85.2%) expressed agreement with
the general intent of' this recogmendation, which called for the -
- federal government to support brpad-based vocational education
., '=' programs, they differed on the rationale for so doing. One viewpoint
‘ was that yocational educatfon should serve as a catalyst to stimulate
economic develqpment in ryral areas. The other viewpoint was that rural .
v vocational education should provide the wide range of training .to enable -
' rural ypungsters.who chose’ to leave the rural community to be*able ‘to
compete in the urbanized areas. . : ‘ - : '
4 ’ N . . - -
One rural educator stated that the current vocational education program
generally prohibits broad-based vocational training in many rural o
o areas due to the mandatory requirement to provide training for only the-"
T occupations whith are projected to havi-gepprtun1t1es in their
. community or area. > - . . L :

S | - ERO T
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Reco@mendatioh 26 _(Rural Women) (67.6% Agreement)

Even though two cut/of three participants (67.6%) agreed with this
-recormendation, g¥ny stated that other minorities, such as migrant
workers and N&tive Americans, are also in néed and should likewise be
included. - - :

The suggestion most pfteﬁ recommended by the participants was providing o ,
day care gervices for women entering or re-entering the work force.- , ‘
Marly of these participants also stated that strict requirements of day-care N
facilitie¢s have forced many day-care facilities to shut down in . +
rural areas. : : L . o *
; Many of the participants who disagreed with the recommendation cited

a concern over establishing another "categorical" program which ‘

would require additional paperwork. , :

. . R - ’ ’ :
Recommendation 27 {School Consolidation Policies) (63.5% &greement)CP

. ? ] B ) .
Even though over three out of five participants (63.5%) favored this
recommendation, which called for the federal government to assess the
wisdom of school conselidation policies, it was rated one‘of the .
lowest of the 28 reconmendations. In fact, more participants (70)

" strongly disagreed with thisereconmendation than any other.

_ _ .
. Many of the participants who agreed with the recommendation expressed
caution that the federal government's role.should only be to provide
support for research or studies pertaining to school consolidation
and never become involved in the actual decisions as to whether a rural

school district should or should not be consolidated. L

The participants who disagreed generally gtated that the federal government
- should not be involved in anything pertaining to school consolidation.

L]
P

Recosmendation 28415nerg¥lf(79.0% Agreement)

The majority (79.8%) of the participants supported this recommendatidn,

which called for the federal government.to develop a program of energy

conservation measures. Little difference existed between the various

rural groups in their degree of agreement. However, there wére slight

differences between participants from the various regions of the A ‘
country. The participants from the Northeast sections of the country
(Region I-86.0%; Region 11-85,7%; and Region 111-88.8%) expressed more"
agreement than the participants from the South and Southwest sections
of the country (Region IV-76.9% and Region VI-66.6%). ‘

Many participants who agreed with the recommendation offered 'suggestions
on how suth an energy program might operate. For example, one
participant stated, ~ "_\ =,

"(The energy program) should be in two'steps:




L} ) . . . €

. 1. Energy-assessments, such as the-NSD/NEIG project, on the use

: of thermographic analysis of heat: loss and resulting mmﬁ
. - " ations for a‘itemtivc sohmons. and

2. Fiscal support for retrofitting/reconstruction effcrts by
local schbol districts. The establjshment of Federal minimal
guidelines have not been very effective since, once again, . .
Federal perceptions, policies, and mandates do not, typically )
consider state and local fnput and govemance of the solution :
process.” ‘ , -/

The partjcipants who disagrud idth the recommendation generally
stated that they felt this was presently being implemented by the
Department of Energy and consequentl(y not needed. : .’

r
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RURAL FBQSFECTWES N TEE IPFLEP‘BITATI(N OF FEDERAL EIIJCATICN
mem IN&RALNEAS

é
\

"In addition to obtaining grass root 3udgenents on the validity of

. the 28 recommendations, a major objectwe of the Roundtables was to _ -
solicit information frow rural educators on how current Federal
educational programs impact upon the condition of educatiom in
" rural schools.-, In other words, rural educators were asked to

. *identify spec1f1c perceived deficiencies*in existing Federal education

programs and to suggest ways im which these deficiencies could be
_corrected. This section attempts to summarize their conments and
suggestions by program.

Z‘TITLE I, ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION ACT (ESEA)

hQRecént amendments to Title I requires each local school receiving

assistance to have a Parent Advisory Council in addition to a
district-wide council. Although several rural educators cited this
as a problem, one educator summed up the effects of this requirenent
in small schools. : g

. "The specific regulatory requirement in question is Sectfon

. 125 of Public Law 95-561, This section specifies new
procedures concerning the formation of school area parent

.. councils in addition to a district-wide parent council.

Provisions of this section when implemented result in the
formation of an excessive number of school advisory councils
in a rural state where small schools are numerous, parents
few, and funds limited. In addition, this law places an undue.
burden upon project directors to implement Yts requirenents
1imiting their effectiveness in othen areas.

. The law requires that a district advisory council and three
school advisory councils be formed in our district. These
four courcils are expected to be-active for only sixty-five
partictpants in all three elementaries. The superintendent/
project director would be responsible for coordinating their

. formation and continuing activity.- This places an undue
amount of extra administrative requirements for $23,000.

Qur state has numerous examples of this type.

A change is recommended to the rules and regulations previously

, in effect. Section 'l16a. 23(f) does not require local
educational agencies to have school advisory councils if it
- has 1,000 or fewer students or has only one attendance center.
This regulation excluded small schools with a number of schaool
attendance areas but did include urban areas where additivnal-
parent involvement is necessary.’

3
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Several rural educators cited the recently enacted Title I Concentration
. Grants as befng intended primarily for urban school districts, but
" .did not state specifics. " eh
One rural educator requested additional flexibility in use of Title
! material for rural schoa@s. J * i;a//

"There is also some foncern that ‘materials’ purthdsed for "\
Title 1°schools should not be shared in buildings that do not
qualify. This is understandable to a degree, but wouldn't
‘it be mpre desirable to share these available materials with
other teachers when they were not in use in Title I buildings?
. " In many rural schools, the materials and equipment resources
: are inferior," ‘ : ' d

. . . THTLE IV,,ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION ACT (ESEA)

Many of the participants stated that Title 1V of ESEA both Part B
and C were workable programs in ryral schools, although they had
- several suggestfons on possible improvements. One suggestion was
to bufld into"Title IV-C a criteria which would allow for funds
* - to be awarded on the basis of documented needs as well as costs per :

~ pupfl. The commenter who offered this suggestion stated that rural schools .
often have a hgher per pupil cost in programs and that this higher cost
1s mot» taken into account in the awarding of funds. Apother suggestion
was o ‘encourage greater flexibility in Title IV-B by allowing inservice ,
training for the teachers to become aware of exemplary instructional method :

.

in using ‘the purchased materials and equipment.
[ ]
ESUCATION OF THE HANDICAPPED ACT, P.L. 94-142

Sever3d! participants stated that. transpertation costs to comply with
Public Law 94-142 were excessive in {solated rurq} areas where distanc
are great between facilities and students. These participants recom- °
wended providing additfaonal €unds o these districts to cover these
transportation costs. .

Several o*her participants stated that the costs of providing IEP mahdated
instrustional and related service: $n raral schools are also excessive

due o *he -mall number of handicapped children in need of highly specified
services. These participants also stated that often they are unable to
recruft and hire specialists or to contract for the needed services in
remote rural areas. N '

One participant described his frustration by stating that, "P.L. 94-142

shodld be funded at 100% of excess costs. *As director of an eight

school district co-op with an ADA of 4,200 students, we have insufficient

funding available. After school started this year I had eight pro-

foundly handicapped students move into seven different districts.

Two of these students required a one to ong ratio of teacher to student. ,

One child had bdeen in a psychiatric mental ward as a resident. AJl

of my classes were in progress and my 9%-142 funds designated for

specific students as per my applilation which took four months to be
roved.  Meney should be available inm high growth rural areas for

O $ituaticns such as tiis. "

Sy _3!) - | .
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VOCATIONAL EDUCATION ACT “

One participant suggested that small enrollments exclude many rural
schools from receiving vocational education funds for Disadvantaged
and Hand{capped stddgpts and Professional Development under Subpart
3 of the Yocatiopal Education Act.

Another participant sugges that restricting vocational education °
programs to employment needs®in the inmediate area in effect limited
the vocational training options of rural students.. His recommendation
was to eliminate this requirement and allow logal dfstrfcts to determine
the types of traiming offered. .
Concern-was also expressed by one participant about the perceived changes -
occurring in vocational agriculture.

. ‘ .
“My own background is Agricultura) Education and I have worked
in this field as a high school teacher for eight years and a
teacher educator for twenty-two years. A$ you perhaps know,
this program was originaily designed to be vocational which 3
became translated into a program for high school youth and \\-
adults who were engagéd in agricultural occupations. Such v
a role for this teacher required a strong community orientation
working with people engaged in agricultural uork : .

Much of this orientation {s changing and increasingly this
program is retreating.to a high school classroom program.
Such a change reduces teacher contact with those engaded in
agricultural work (adults) which often reduces the emphasis
a teacher-devotes to supervised ogcupational- experience \
programs for high school youth in the program./ Increasingly
youth programs %FFA) are becoming more school and less commupity
oriented. Roughly, 20% of our teachers of agriculture are
now employed less than twelve months. This situation is a
concern to Agricultural Educators in the nation and the
Southern States.” )

4 . ,

EMERGENLY SCHOOL AID ACT, (ESAA)

Several rural educators cited the ESAA programs as mainly beneficial

to urban areas. They stated that this was due to the evaluation
criteria of applying both "quality" and “gquantity" points. They
stated” that quantity points are given to applicants based upon the
sheer numbers of minority students in the districf and the numbers -

of students affected by a district's Desegregation Pian. On the

other hand, they stated, "quality" points are given to applicants. based.
upon the educatfonal soundness of ‘a district's application and
instructional methodology related to its identified need. Several

rural educators stated that the application of quantity points places

. them at a severe disadvantage in competing for ESAA funds.



¢ -

. GENERAL COMMENTS o , '

Most of the rural educators itated that while tﬁe“intent of federal - -
programs was commendable, they (Federal Adycatfon programs) need to R '
be made more flexible for the sma¥ rural &chool districts. Rural : S
educators continually stated that the amount of funds .received often S

doesn’'t justify the administrative costs. .

The overwhelming concerns expressed by rural educators to Federal education

pragrams in gengral were on the excessive amount of paperwork required to

receive and maintain federal funds and the excessive amount of restrictions

mandated by the categorical nature of federal education programs. According -
to the rural educatqrs, these two concerns affect small rural school districts [
to a greater extent than large urban districts due primarily to the

diseconomies of scale. o

They also stated that small rural schools have certain characteristics
which are not copsidered by most feqeral education programs. One
participant described two of these characteristics by stating, "Spdrsity

of population and small numbers of clients to be served are characteristios

~ which can be generalized to most rural areas. These two characteristics >
create a host of problems for rural educatofs. The two most common
are: oo : )

1. High costs for trave1'in terms of both time and money.

2. High costs on a per client served basis for programs and
services. o '

Because of these two problems, rural populations are extremely disad- ‘

vantaged in the availability of a broad range of educational programs. .

Many potential rural clients remain unserved because costs are considered ‘

excessive,” If rural populations are to be adequately servéd, the high

prograif costs associated with sparsity of population and the small

numbers of potential clients must be addressed by funding procedures."

Several rural educators offered suggestions on ways in which the
characteristics of rural schools could be taken into account by the
Federal govepnment in its distribution of educational funds. The -
most frequently cjted suggestibns ‘were:

Y. é%iminate the categoriral nature of federal program funding
and replace it with a general revenue sharing type of aid.,

[nstitute a sparsity factor in entitiement formulas.

ro
»

J. tstablish a rural set-aside in entitlement and discretionary
grant programs. . N %

Severa] rural educators also described their federal programs and
the benefits they {federal programs) provided to students. One
example of this type &f des¢riptien is from a rural superintendent




who stated, "The Title I money th '5h¥$ve received in the past 3 -
years has been increasing from about: $12,000 per year until now we
© received $18,008 this year. This morey has been used to fund our
- Developmental Reading Program. We feel.tHat this program has given

much needed fndividual attention to thé\madjng problems of some . G
~ of our youngsters. ’

Title IV-B mbney over the past years has been used to he‘!p the Area
‘Education-Agency purchase f{Ims, used to purchase a computer terminal,
and used to almost complete the closed circuit TV system in the
huﬂding. ‘1t has been very helpful. W

Last summer, all of our elementary teachers who téach reading were
able to work three days during the summer on speciﬂ materials becausg
of money from Title IV-C. s

0f course, we also get he]p with the hot lunch prognam From the federal
govermment, thus enabling, us to provide a good meal at very reasonab]e
prices.

All-1n-all I beHeve that the federal money we regeive is put to very

good use. The major problem with federal funds i the many guidelines
attached to 1t. Sometimes an administrator gets the feeling that he's

not to be trusted. I realize that taxpayers are pushing for accountabﬂity.
but much money is inaccessible because of the many requirements with"

which the school must comply. I believe this to be rticularly true -
in small rural schools.” ‘

. R
R ‘
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DISCUSSION AND INPLICATIONS

-

As the findings indicate, the rural participants responded favorably to all

28 reconmendations and did so in a fairly consistent manner across the various
rural populations and regions of the country. The implication of such
consistent favorable responses is that the rural participants would. support .
a federal rural education inftiative directed towards achieving the objectives
of the recommendations. - .

However, the rural participants' support was cond{tional and not carte blanche.
The participants repeatedly stated under what terms and conditions they
supported each of the recoomendations. ' In general, these terms and
conditions advocated such an initiative should be built upon and not diminish
the strengths of rural schools in correcting the identified weaknesses.

The implication of the rural participants supporting a -federal rural '
education initiative is put in perjpectiVe when one considers sever!(
questions and observations.

)

First, were the Rural Roundtable participants actually representative
of the rural constituency at the grass root Tevel? %o begin with,

one would encounter the same difficuTty Tn attempting to define "grass
root level" as one would have defining the term "rural.” Nevertheless,
several facts need to be restated. Over 2,300 individuals were invited
to the Roundtables nation-wide. The majority of these invitations

were sent to rural education practitioners, i.e. rural school
superintendents.

While the majority of the actual 279 participants at the Roundtables -
were primarily representatives of professional education organizatiors,
colleges and univeMsities, and State Departments of Education, the
majority of the 229 responses returned by mail were from rural school
administrators and teachers, With these facts in mind, the question of
whether the Roundtable participants were actually representatives of thé
rural constituency at the grass roots level will probably be answered
based upon individual interpretations and motives. * Regardless of
interpretation and motive, it is felt a concentrated effort was made to involve
the actual rural coestituency in the Rowndtables. Furthermore, it

. is seriously questioned whether a more representative and greater

sample of the rural constituency could have been assembled and involved
In the validation of the 28 recommendations through any other process
considering the extemely short time 1ine for the validation process

and. fiscal constraints of not reimbursing participants’ costs.

Second, is the rural constituency a unified group as indicated by
the small variance between 1ts different groups and regions of the
country? The participants’ responseés were very consistent in the
degree of agreement to specific recommendations between the different
tdentified segments of the rural population and regions of the count¥y. -

[t is not felt that the rura]l constiiuency is a unified group. At
all roundtables, participants continually noted the great difference

39
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among rural. populations in different sections of the country. - Several -
factors, perhaps, could account for the great similarity of agreement
to the reconmendations among the different groups and regions of the country.

o

1. Almost all recommendations referred t0 loca) determination.
Therefore, each population group and reqion could have
interpreted the recommendations as possibly solving their .
local needs._ ' -

2. Participants at the Roundtable discussion groups heard different
positions and opinions which might, have influenced their responses -

- one way or another.

3. All recommendations were written very positively without reference
to the specific impact Upon persons-or situatfons. To quote one
participant, "I would 1ike to say that I hope the needs of :

_ rural America could be defined in more specific terms. To
. be against any of these general terms would be Tike being -
against Chevrolet, motherhood, and baseball."” S .

Third, why did the participants consistently favor certaig recommendations
over others? For example, Recogmendation 4§ {Flexible Financing FormuTas)
was the most highly supported recommendation by almost all groups 1

and regions, Likewise, Recommendation 3 (Rural Education Office) *
was ‘the Teast supported by almost all groups and regions.

The Rural Roundtable participants apparently favored recommendations .
which they perceived as produting direct and visible benefits with
fewer potential 1iabilities more so than recommendations in which the
benefits were perceived as being unclear and vague or the potential benefits
could”be diminshed by potential 1iabilities (loss of local control or
increased paperwork). To illustrate this point, it is necessary to describe
: the most favored and least favored recommendations in light of perceived”
b ,beneffts and liabilities. : .

The four most highly rated recommendations were Recommendations 4
(Flexible Financing Formulas), 5 {(Additional Financial Support),. .
21 (Collaborative Research Agenda), and 13 (Combine Funding). - ;

Recommendation 4 called for the examination of federal financing
formulas and other funding mechanisms to provide maximum local
€lexibility. If the majority of the rural population felt they

" presently are not receiving an equitable share of federal funds, any
examining of current formulas could only produce greater funds. Key
words in the,recommendation were “provide maximum local flexibility"
which implies local control of decisions. There is no apparent
Tiability with this recommendation.

L]

rl

f 5 Likewise, Pecommendation 5 called for additional support in the areas
» of transportation, facilities, and delivery systems to provide equitable
e services to special populations, Here again, the benefits would be

\)‘( “ . . 26 . <
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Jiabilities in the form of increased paperwork and/or loss of

: . : -
: ¢
-

C_ ) ' .- .
additional funds for several of the most expensive cost factors of

- rural schools--transportation, facilities, and delivery systems--

expecially when related to spectal populations such as the handicapped.
The 11abilities could be additional paperwork in the form of reports

and applications; but since these are major cost factors, the potential
benefits apparently overshadowed the abilitfes. - . ,

Both Recommendation 13, which calls for rural cosmunities and agencies ' .
to be encouraged to combine funding from various aggncies, and Recommend- » .
ation 21, which calls for the rural education research agenda to be .
establishe® in conjunction with the rural comsunities, &e the potential ‘
of producing only benefits without 11abflities. These recommendations,

of course, were gonsistutly- rated highly by all groups and regions.

"The least favored recosmendations were Recommendations 3 (Rural Education
- 0ffice), 2 (Interagency Coordinating Body), 27 (School Consoldiation), - .

and 10 (Ruuk%cation Act). )
Recomwendations 2\(Interagency Coordinating Body), 3 (Rural Education '
Office), and 10 (Rural Education Act) were perceived by the
participants as pertaining to, eMarging, or establishing another .
bureaucracy. While each of these recosmendations could provide, or . .-
at least enhance, the possibility of additional funds or other assistance
for'rural schools, apparently the rural participants perceive ?Ote'{ﬂnt. ]

ocal control.

Regardless of the part?cfpants" reasons for favoring certain recommend-

ations over others, they clearly stated which recommendations would be their

priorities 1n a Federal Rural Initiative. These priorities are for the ~

federal govermment to: . , . -

1.. Examine federal financing formulas and other funding néchantsns .
to pmv;de Tocal flexibility in rural districts (Recosmend- :
ation 4). , ‘ )

2. Establish the rural research agehda with the rural consti tuency .
. e

(Recommendation 21).'

N 3. Provide’ additional $upport for transportation, facilities,
and delivery systems to rural districty {Recommendation 5).

4. Enable and encourage rural districts to combime funding
from various programs (Recommendation 13).

5. Support communication networks to share information among
rural educators (Recommendation 9).’ v

6. Support broad base vocational education programs in rural
areas (Recommendation 25). - T

- z .
‘ % o ‘ ' ) T N
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Fourth, many states, professional educational arqanizations, associations,
and private citizen's groups have been concentrating their resources and
energies into the imorovement of educatdon in rural areas for several

ears. ﬁepresenﬁ%gves fram several states, organizations, associations, -
and groups presented their efforts in rural education at &11 regional
Roundtable discussions. The { plication of this statement is that the
education division of the federal govermment should examine previous and

on-going efforts in rural -Bducation and involve these states, organizations,
asseciations. and groups m it.s mrtral Education Anitiati@p. 7 . R

. Fifth, rural pgrticipant,s at the Roundtables appreciated the opportunit

¥o be {nvolved In a possIble federal Rural Education Initiative. This

appreciation was- ev!genca by both written and oral comments at all , .-
Roundtables. The implicatfon is that there is interest, whether pro or .
con, in a federal Rural Educatfon Initiative among the rural constituency IR
and expectatiofis of future involvement have been raised. The rural

constituency needs to be informed of and involved in any potential federal

Edu;ation Initiative actfons. '

- Sixgh% the examination of the rural educagors sug§estions on improving

spec ce of tducation programs indicated a lackiof awmereness
on the Frt of rural educators as to what are actuﬂT¥ federal regulations®
and policies a at are state plan operations s 1s understandable .
since most Federal -funds received by rural districts flow through State
Departments of Education. This lack of information reinforces the belief.

that some rural districts are not receiving their equitable share of USOE
support in technical assistance and dissemination services.

-

It was originally envisioned .that rural educators would cite specific

-“chapter and verse" of federal legislation,.regulations, or policy

which they felt were discriminatory to rural schools and then recommend
corrective actfon. The fact that the rural educators were not able

to do so or simply did not do so reflects one of the characteristics of

rural school administration--lack of spectalists in federa) program ~
coordination. It was continually pointed out by the rural constituency .
that often the superintendent is also the building principal, teacher, -

coach, public relations specialist. federal program coordinator, etc. .

in many rural schools. .

This situation could be contrasted with the urban school district . -
which usually has specialists for each of these functions. If this-

had been an “Urban Roundtable"- and urban educators were asked to 1dent1fy ‘
“chapter and verse,” it is suggested that urban educators probably have ' N
been able to do so to a greater extent since most large urban districts :

have full-time federal education specialists.

Seventh, a mnoritj, but very vocal minority, of the rural participants

continuaily stated that the federal government should stay out of rura

education., 1T there 1s a federa] Rural Eductt{on Initiative, 1t must

be sensitive to the views and beliefs of 'this rurﬂ segment . . -
- §
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_ Finally, the rural participants cﬁmt'l-null‘lg. esphasizéd that they warited
N &1 contro @ss a nistrative regardiess o e recommendation ’

- . 9r_action. Even ) ‘majorfiy o rural participants ag '
o a recommendations, many did so with the disclaimer that local
.7 cantrol and decisfon-making must be preserved ‘and the recommendation

- or-action must not create an agministrative and paperwork burden.

ATthough the word “local” was probably the most used word by the )
T participants in their cosments, it apparently had different connotatfens
- when applied by the various participants to various circumstances. For
T e .Gxample, to Recommendation 18, which called for the federal govermment
to support the use of education service agencies, one participant
used "local" to fndicate a state level decision while another used "local®
»to indicgte a county level decisjon. Similar types of individual :
LN interpretations of the word "local" were applied throughout the
«comments. Regardless of individual application, it is apparent that
the rural participants frequently advocated control of many decis{ons
at some Tevel other than the federal govermment. _

™
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' NNTIONAL SEMINAR ON RURAL EDUCATION
; ) | RECOMMENDATIONS  °
‘may 29 - 31, 1979 | a
. UNIVERSITY OF MARYIAND = L

p . ] .
~ : t * N

‘7 SPONSORS:

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, £DUCATION AND WELFARE
. OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR EDUCATION ~
*  OFFICE.OF EDUCATION
‘BUREAU OF ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY snum'rm
NATIONAL .INSTITUTE OF EPUCATION ,
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L " PREAMBLE

‘Rural Americans have a strong amd legitimate right to

have their rural values and rurail life ways respected

and enhanced. It is crucial-for the federal government

to attend to the well-documented Pressing needs of rural
people who live in areas characterized by severe economic
decline, widespread poverty and unemployment, and low
educationial attainment; but to do this in a way that is

carefully desiincd to preserve indigenous rural values.

A nqtional policy qf nuralrdevglqpment is“10ng rast due.

The federal gdverhmeht‘s education programs have often

-been characterized by neglect.of the pProblems of rural
‘education. The federal government's' commitment to equity

for all children should mean that discrimination based
on place of residence and sparsity of populatior will no
longer be tolerated. R ' . . .

In addition, rural schools have? unique contribution

.to make to the solution of the nation's educational

Problems. Now that the difficultiesjof providing high
quality education in a very large comprehensive schoéols
are increasingly apparent, the nation needs the knowledge
of how to have effective education in smallexr, more
humane, units. . ‘

‘Individhais and organizations who participated in the

first National Seminar on Rural-Education call for
actions. ' *

~

To:

l. End neglect and discrimination against rural
areas. : : "

‘2._'Provide special support for dealing with the
uniqué problems of education within rural areas.

\ 3. Recognize education as a critical component in
any strategy of rural development. -

)
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Conference
Vote ‘

B For Against .

45 18
~ A
A

]

. For Against

54 10

For Against

53 ° 10

FQUITY AND QUALITY FOR RURAL EDUCATION ' B

A.

Elimination of Anti-Rurul Bias -
r

'Rnca-nondationn:

*

1. The President :houid issué an executive order -

‘directing the examInation of existing and -
pending -education policies, legislation and -
regulations to eliminate any d&iscrimination
against, or neglect of, rural populatxons.

2. A federal interagency coordinating body should
. be established to facilitate the concentration
of responses to rural needs by groups and
* - ,agencies concerned with the delivery of edu-

y

¢ “X

AM

catzonal and support serVices to rural populatxnns.

3. An Office for Rural Educatien»should ‘be
established within the Education Division
of the Department of Health, Educatien, and

Welfare (DHEW), and each of the agencies and i

"regional offices within the Edutation Division
should appoint at least one Rural ;ducatzonal
Officer to work with that Office.

Explanation
: . . \ _:
In gthe past rural populations have oftem been

neglected, and often discriminated against. These
anti-rural attitudes and practices are presently

- found in many policies, legislation, and recommen-

dations,. across all Departments of, the federal
government. ' A Presidential executive order would .
facilitate'most rapidly a comprehensive examination
of such anti-rural bias, and its elimination.

Because federal legislatlbn and regulations rarely

contain explicit provisions for rural areas, many
affect rural areas in unforeseen ways.
different pieces of legislation with explicit :
rural emphasis are often implepented in confllcting
and overlapping ways. Some coordinating body is
needed to geal with these situations.

12
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Even given these steps, each agency needs

an explicit rural presence, a rural ombuds-

man, Qr rural interests will tend over a ' - —
time to be overlooked or disregarded. ‘
Among the responsxbxlltles of an Office
‘ . of Education and the responsibilities of
. : an Office of Rural Education and the Co L _
' Rural Education-Officers would be: - . oo

l. assuring that xnfbrmatxcn on federai _

- discretionary programs is disseminated
to rural districts and adequate assist-
ance is provided in preparing appli- o
‘cations and proposals; : _ -

2. mon;torlng programs to assure that .
¢ rural districts recieve a fair share
of federal menies; ‘

. as needed or requxred, guide-
egulatlons, and program designs

so that unique conditions of - -
rural education are accomodated in :
each progranm.

B.. Special Population# in Rural Areas
‘Conference , | ‘ ‘ . ..
Vote _ o ' )
' For Agﬁinstf Refcommendations: .

4. The impact of federal financing formulags
60 . 3 " and other funding mechanisms should be
examined to provide maximum local flexi-
bility in dealing with the needs of special
rural populgtions. ’
. 5. Additional support in the areas of trans~""’
- 55 7 portation, facilities and delivery systems
2 should be .consideged to enable rural districts
to provide equitable services to special
PR . populatlons.
Explanation

Often the financing formulas and other funding’ "
mechanisms used to distribute federal resourses

« fail to account for the conditions in small rural
districts, thereby either making it nearly ' .
impossible for-a rural district to qualify: or '
else imposing severe and counter-proeductive con-

-

°o. -n 43 '




Conference
.Vote

For  Against,

S8 5

‘

- 56 7

straints on the way in which they are required to
utilize the resources.. ?

In addition, even an equal share of federal funds,
on a per pupil Hasis, often will be insufficient
To overcome the diseconomies of scale involved

in providing special xural populations with ser-
vices comparable to those available in urban and
suburban areas. Some additional incentives and

in

comptnsating ‘factors are needed.

N

Examples:
——— e e

*

_Tﬁe Commissioner should consider such’ gteps as:

1.

[

RS -
Revising funding meohanisms in cateqgérical
programs (e.g., using sub-county allocatiodns
for Title I; eliminating the necessity to
generate $7,500 in P.L. 94-142; using
proportions of students in a given locale,
rather than number of students, as the

criterion). -

£

Examining state plans where required by

b

ederal lay to assure equity for rural ,
special populations by requiring, if .
necessary, a sparsity factor in state '
formulas. )

Providing rural set-asides and special rural
competitions for federal funds.

Enhancing Local Initiatives

Redommendations:

6.

1]

The federal government should encourage -
but not §irect, the develepmept of local-
ly relevart curricula through the provision

of resources to support rural educators in
collecting data; reviewing and adapting, or
generating new materials appropriite to local
needs; and obtaining appropriate training.

The federal gavernment should encourage and
support community-based educational organi-
zations and initiatives, particularly those

serving traditionally neglected populations.

ey
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Technical assistance should be pro-

vided to ruralfschool districts to

- compete on a more equitable basis

' for competitively-awarded Brogranm
funds. e _

9. The federal government ‘should suppQrt
communication networks which will invite
and encourage the sharing of information

T among all rural education efforts, and
between such efforts and all levels of

e government. e ’
Explanation ' - .

. .

Widespread evidence supports the need for involving
v  local people in adapting or developing educational
improvement efforts. Non-invelvement virtually
guarantees lack of implementation and impact.
. However, the expertise and manpower are often

unavailahle, and the costs are too high, for

rural schools and communities to collect and
adapt, or develop, locally releggnt materials.
Special support is needed.

Often the a
educational serv

ppropriate and effective delivery of ;
ices to rural areas require more

than the traditional formal education system,
pParticularly to reach populations who have been '
poorly served.
organizations have proven viable and effective
mechanisms for reaching such populations in rural

areas. .
1

Community-based educational -

' Recent evidence suggests that in competitive grants

Programs in particular, rural areas are awarded less .
than a fair ‘share of the federal grants dollars. e

- Since small districts have few personnel availahles X
who ‘have the time or expertise to develop competitively

strong proposals, administer federal programs, and
respond to data requests and -reporting requirements,
federal policy must recognize these limitations.
Technical assistance in Fcompeting and administerijing

are needed.

Yot
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At present, rural school districts and rural
colleges generally have limited ways of communi-
cating’ the unigue needs of a rural system to
state and federal agencies. Conversely, no

no clear channel of communication exists from
the federal level and the states to rural 'school
districts. Deliberate efforts are needed to

. create such communication mechanism.

Examples

Among the activities which the federal govern—
ment should undertake are:

1. Supp0rtxng the development of rural teachers'
skills and knowledge to do curriculum
adaptation or development work, through
such strategies as the funding of itinerant

"master” teachers, summer teacher training
seminars, and the designation of particularly
suctessful ryral teachers to work with other
teachers in their state or region.

2. Revising the eligibility procedures for
institutional participation under various
laws, such as the Higher Education Act,
to include communlty based programs, par-
ticularly those serving tradltxonally
neglected populations.

[y

Allowan educational service agencies
to provide technical assistance and admini-
strative support to a group of rural districts
in competing for and carrying out federal
proieqts. (See Recommendation 18)

4. Sponsor a seminar and continuation-of the
conference as a forum to discuss the impact .
of proposed and enacted federal legxslat;on,
regulations and policies en the rural school
context, -inclyding such factors as form
desiygn, fund distribution mechanisms, and
evaluation procedures fOL rural schools and
rural colleges. '
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.5. " Providing a mechanism through which
needs could be assessed, priorities
identified, and other input solicited S
- from rural schools and districts within'
. states, regions and across the nation;s

6. Supporting a network of rural schools
and rural colleges in each state and
region for the purpose of sharing useful
and appropriate information on a variety
of topics and concerns facing rural schools.’

7. Using professional organizations, such .
. as the American Association of School Admini-~
‘strators (AASA), the National School Boards
Association (NSBA), the Association of .
School Business Officials (ASBO) the American
Association of Community and Junior Colleges,
- v : (AACJC), and otheér communication mechanisms
‘ : ~ than just the existing formal education
agencies and institutions.’

-

N

3

. - .D. A Rural EHucation Act : < {

10. rederal legislation should be enacted to *
A ' enable rural areas to overcome problems \ '
) . that are unique to rural education if \ .
these are not adequately addressed by
,corxecting the inequities‘in present
- legislation, regulations, and programss
Such legislation would be called the
v Rural Education Act. ‘ .

%sg S Recommendation: « . o
%gainst

v :“ v '
o

A
e}
\

v \
|

!

e
¥
*

Explanation

0

Even if Inequities in present legis]ation
i and present allocation mechanisms were
" . ' eliminated so that all rural areas received .
an equitable proportion of fedgeral funds,
. "there most probably would still be speci%%

« -

L]
£
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problems to be overcgome, regquiring additional
. resources, before rural areas woul@be able
to mount equivalent educational programs to
those provided in non-rural areas. While .
this might be accomplished by adding separate
specidl "isolation™ facotrs-to existing form-
- ulas, a more efficient way would be the enactment
- of a special Rural Education Agzs Such as Act
v would have the additional advar age of chusing
attention on the unique problems and advantages
of rural education.and rural schooling. :

.-
AR Y
g2

7: II. LINKING RURAL DEVELOPMENT .AND RURAL EDUCATION,

oo

A. Enhancing Local Initiative ' &?“

. . 1T L
\ . . o . ' . AN
fs Y

. Conference Recommendations: ' ' Vgﬁt'
Vate ’ . - | / '
L]

For Against g .
ll. The federal government should make avail- :
57 4 . - able funds in such a way-" that they increase %
the capacity of rural populations to assess
broaddy the local needs that after the €
provision of effective educational programs,
and to initiate and implement activities to
meet those-broader community needs.

12. Particular emphasis should be placed on .
53 10 : supporting community-based organizations,
commitiees, and insitutions which involve FE
a cross-section of the community in a
collaboratjve effort to meet some local .
community need which.inhibits the provision -
of éffegtiva,educational prograns.

«
€

, 54 9 1. Rural communities and erganizations should

. be enabled and encouraged to combine funding

- from various agencies or §rograms in corder
to improve the delivery ©of educational Q
services and further the community develop- .
ment process.

N

.
N

18




" Yet too often rural community development. efforts

Explanation

Not only are:the needs of the rural popu-

‘lation unique, they will djiffer from rural

community to anoffer. Furthermore, wyithin
any given rurxal Community the needs are
interrelated. :

The "broader issues to pﬁverty,'high unemploy-
mentor underemployment, economic declire, and.
high in or out migration affect rural education
more directly and identjfiably than in larger

‘cities. :

ignore the local education system and do not
provide.for its involvement.  And too often
the only iastitutions elibible for federal
education resources are the schools and

,sghool districts, Particularly in rural
c

mmunities, the isolation of schools from the
other institutions of the community greatly re-
stricts effectiveness. \

e

-Increasingly it’is apparent that the recipients

of services must take an active, responsible,
cocrdinative role in their delivery to inshre
their appropriate use.

Support and encouragement for org@hizing appro-
priate mixes of local people, organizations, and
institutions to solve local problems would yield
large dividends "in the effectiveness with which (-
educational and other services ‘are delivered.

Yet at present laws and regqulations require most
fedéral monies to be administered separately.
While this may make sense where large sums are
involved, in most rural areas a particular
district's or commidit's allotment is generally
SO small that the separate administration is
highly inefficient. Combing funding at the

lggal level, or at least combining the admini-
sgihtive portion of the funding, would greatly

. | ;
39 .
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improve the coordination, and the efficiency
and effectiveness of the programs.

#

- . Examples o )
Among the activities which the fedcrnl'govern-
- v _ . ment should consider are:
1. Expanding existing programs, {e.g., the
[ Rural Development Act of 1972, Titles I,

: ¥, VI) to enhance local ability to acquire,
develop, and utilize information resources,’
services, programs,.and technical assist-

. anée for rural communities, regardless of
size.

r

2. Establishing & program of grants and con-
tracts undejthe. Higher Education Act, or
the Elementas and Secondary Education Act

, , to promote community-based educational
: initiatives, and community efforts to
e . : " mobilize local educational resources

\\ _ to combat community .ugblems.

8. Investivation of International Experiments

-

Cenference . * Recommendation P
vota . .
For Against 14. The federal government, through cooperation
" with international organizations, should
50 13 raport on apparently successful expeximents
in other countries to link rural education
and rural development, and make this
_ information widely available to rural
v ' people, and to the personnel of programs
P serving rural America.

Explanation ) K\ e

The difficulties that plague efforts at linking
rural education and rural development in the

<
",
>
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v U.8. often are absent in other countries.
x}Large-scale efforts have been undertaken .

S in other countries, and mechanisms for sharing
information amony countries are available through
such international organizations as the Organi-
zation for Economic Cooperation and Development . .
(OEDC) . Many of these efforts are relevant to
the U.S., if the ‘effort would be made to find *
out” about them, and to disseminate the infor~
mation,

-

-

III. DELIVERY OF SERVICES -TO RURAL EDUCATION

A. Special Rural Training Proqrams and Incentives

AN
Conf. vote Recommendations ' , ?
For Against 15. The federal government should providae
resources foz the establishment of
55 - 5 . ° specialized fural preservice and in-

LR service training programs for teachers
Co and other ®ducational personnel. :

N
l6. The federal government -should establish
incentive programs to attract personnel

to be trained for, and to prqvide services
in, rural schools.r a

- 4
.

Explanation

I3
- -~

Currently only a handful of agencies and
institlitions offer trainingyprograms designed
to prepare educational personnel for ryral “
service. The special characteristics of’
. rural communities and rural education have .
,been identified, documented, and ignored.
There is now a necessity to develop more .
focused training of teachers that will _
" allow them to deal effectively and efficiently
. #1th uniquély rural problems, while taking
advantage of-the unique.opportunities of
rural schedling. .Obvious among the problems

- . >
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relating to the preparation -~
of education peysconnel for work in rural -
areas is dealiffg with geographic isolation.
Equally importamnt, though perhaps not as
obvious, is respect for the great diversity
© among the thousands of communities that
- . comprise rural America. In addition,- qlven
the special concern of the féderal government
for special populations, particular attention
is - needed to the unigque problems of providing
services to special popu}utlons in rural, areas.

t

. while there are problems, smaller schools more-
Lntlmately related to their surrounding communities
offer unique opportunities. Teachers and admini-

A strators need preparation for taklng advantage
- : ‘ of them.

For a variety of reasons the ability -9f many-
rural communities to attract and retain highly
qualified educational personnel is limited.
Not only are salarxes often lower, but the
un;queAcpndltxcns of rural work are unexpected
. by thoj@ktrained for urban and suburban class-
. rooms. --As in other profeSSLOns, such as

‘ . medicine, special incentives can be provided .
' which will attract high quality personnel.

* ¥

/- B. Technology .
o~ . . L ' .
Conference Recommendation , o,
. Vote | ) '
For Against 17. ™he federal government should expand
, efforts to develop and utilize appropriate
56 ~ tecbnology in the delivery of services to
' rural education ¢ : R

. N

L L _Explanation

~ ' Appropiiate educational technology appears to
N have great potential for overcoming large physical

’

Ad “
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distances, and for providing a wide variety of
high quality instructional programs to any
location, however remote. Yet, rural school:-
and’ rural college personnel are handicapped in
keeping abreast of technological developments
having potential for the improvement of rural
gducational practice. Moreover, the high
capital costs of tdchnology are a serious con-
straint on the ability of rural schools to

L1

‘implement technological approaches with high
. botential.:. The active involdement of the

federal goverment in disseminating,best
practices, supporting'training efforts, .and

in defraying the costs of installing '
techndlogical innd%ations would appear to be. °
Particularly valuable as a strategy for

assisting rural education,
+ " ' Al

EX les .

Among the activities which the federal govern-
ment should suppo are:

-

1. Compiling current Studies and existing
information onm technological systems,
such as cohputer-bésed teaching}educatianal
telephone networks, TV and cable TV,
Satellites,’mobile units, etcy
pe L - . T

2. Preparing and widely disseminating. plbli-

cations to keep rural educators informed of

thke uses of technology that could improve

educational practice in rurak schools;

3. Encoutaging and assisting state and local
rural school districts and rural college

e
e
-t

-

to 1dentify needs that might be met ﬁhrough'

utilization of tédhnalogxp

4. Suprorting the proviston of tfaining bppor—
tunities for local staff in‘adapting -
appropriate technology; - . .




U

T . . " 5. Collecting for dissemination from state
Y - ' apd local rural school districts apd rural :
. . _ colleges reports and results of any edncatioqal
S ' technology adaptations. - o B

. . . ‘ : , : , .

4 Conferencs Cﬁ Education Service 'Agencies (ESAS). Co S
. For AgaiQet

- . -

18. .The federal government should support the
: 51 1o ; : . ‘use of education service agencies* in the .
T , A,  implementation of féderfal program initiatives,
- - »  research, dissemination, and other school’.
- © . .. . improvement efforts focused on rural schools.
. - — . . ‘ . . . - W . . //
e Explanatjon - _ //
—7 o

v . '{ : : © How states organize systems of education to
' ~©  deliver services is the business of the re-
. ‘ spective states and not a matter of federal - . »
. T policy? Assuring” that whatever deliver system
. . S a state elects leads to the equitable distri-
R putioh of high gquality serviceg,’ however, is
of fundamenta? federal interest. Various forms
of education service agencies (e.g., special
_ ,. district ESA's, cooperative. ESA's, regional-
_ . oo ized SEA/ESA's) presently operating in many
e ' ~ states are demonstrating their potential for
e @elivering services to rural schools. This
is especially true in the important areas of
: education of people,with handicapping conditions,
: vocational/technical education, media and
A ~. library services, curriculum development, staff
develgpment, and many ctheﬁ high-cost support
services requirirtg specialized staff and/or
. ' ,eqpipméent ordinarily beyon the means of indi-
: ieual rural schools. The would:

. . . - i -

£ ' . - - - »
. . o . ‘ .
. . E .

- ya

S *Tho intent of this recommepdation is to rafer to whatever

., .~ " ESAs.a state may have, which could include the State Department
' of Fducatidn itself, post-secondary institutions, fhe exténsion
service of the Department of Agriculture, 2 d any’ other organi-

v zation or agency engaged i% providing specialized services to
- rural araas. \‘ T - -
T . .- [ 1
- . ‘ . o Co . \

-
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be great’merit in improving the .ability of local

-districts, in cdpjunction with state agencies,

. £0 engage in colflaboratjve efforts through the
£5As serving them. Federal incentives have been
importarnt stimuli for collaborative action in
the past. In particular, making ESAs eligible
.to receive funds when part of a collaborative
effort would help greatly.
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IV.. DATA COLLECTION AND RESEARCH -

t . Y

Confefenc; " A. .pata Collection 8

Vote v A
For Against Recommendation

. 19. The federal government should provide

: - for the systematic collection,
. . . compilation and analysis of Jata
on the status of rural education.

. 60 1 ]

, o - Explanation . - J
- ‘ : }
. . Currently very limited data are a’vailaglex
: o rural edugation. For example, many
of the published statistical tabulations |,
. . .of thé National Center for Education .« °
e . - Statistics fail to report data for V-
S -~ . school districts with 'fewer than 2,500 b
S pupils, and provide only.limited data
. , on ‘schoel districts located in non-metrd-
. . pql%tan coynties.

When rural data are "available, the sample
size tend$§ to be inadequate for disaggre-
gation by other’variablés of inferest.
P L ' ~ For exdmple, while the National Assess- _
' . ' ment of Educational Progress (NAEP) pro-
- vides data,on some rural students across
. - the whOle €ountry, the NAEP data cannot
" be broken down further to look at rural
, ’ students ‘in the Southeast, black rural a
: ’ ' students, migrant students in the Southwest,
etc.. Similar problems exist with other
. federal data bases dealing with education.
NP ' In addition, current federal accounting
- . .procedures do not permit the tabulation
of .expenditure data according to the type.
of school district which is the eventual
recipient of federal funds: Lack of this
data inhibits consideration of educational
equity within rural areas. '

t
t

-
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-

- Examples
<+
Data collection activitils should:*
T . 1. Include information on student perfor-
» mance; curriculum and program @fferings;
- “‘\\ staff qualifications and limitations; /-
PR ‘ - Scope and quality of facilities; edf$- ™
' cation service agencies; and other
, - : educational resources; the costs of
‘ ' transportation; the costs associated
- e with the instructional program; pupils
: 7 with handicapping conditions; and related
social, economic, and demographic '
characteristics of rural populations;

4

2. Be aggregated from existip&‘data bases

, © and/or collected by augmenting the

SN existing data collection effortd of

' o '~ the National Center for Educati n Sta- .
tistics and other similar effbrts.

~
»

~ L 4

: ¥. Maximize Ccooperation with state departmepts
: of .education, other state education agencies,
and local districts in data collection and
compilation;
-
4. .Be based on samples of sufficient size to
© permit disaggregation by race, sex, region
of the country, district and scHool-size,
population defisity, and types and dégrees
of rurality: .
5. Employ a more refined definition of rural
than "non-metropolitan."

6. Review periodically the validity and scope
of data bases; .

~d

Be reported in reqular publications such
as a special rural section of The Condition
of Education. -
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\ ¢ ; ; .
B. Research ¢ .
. L4
. -Conference «Recommendgtlon e )
Vot [ -] " - . J

. For Against-
“The fedgral government 'should. increase its
58 2 support of research on rural educatjon, to
enhance local and state abilities t& make.
decisions about rural schools, and rural .
-colleges, and to provide a sounder basis’

. . ; for federal educatien policy. - ™\
56 0 21. The research agenda for rhral educatxoh
\ . ' should ba established in njunctdion .with
‘ “ v+ ruralreducators ang .community members.
» :  Explanation - )
. v, ( .
Desplte the substantial proportion of students . .

who attend school is rural districts, an infini-~
tisesimal share of the federal education research
budget has been devoted to the study of rural
education issues. Debates and decisions about Cr
. rural education at all levels of the system -
whether or not to ccnsolidate schools, whether
rural students recieve a "fair share"” of federal
funds, etc. - are often based on competing myths
and i1deologies rather than objective data and
systematic analysis. Improving the educational s
, . opportunities of all rural youngsters ‘requires /’
a substantial effort to close the research and
information gap, an effort in which the federal
gdvernment should assume leadership.

-

Examvles . *

’
Probable examples of prlorlty issues for study
’ include:

1. Benefits and problems associated with different
. .. .
size schools in rural areas; :

(]

Trade-offs associated with various school and
district size decisjions, given rising costs of fuel
- for transportation;

ERIC i w 59
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3. Measurement of the quality of edutation
programs belng provided in rural schools
and rural bo{ieqes 1n different regions of the
"xountry and 1w different types of rural
communities; 2

@.‘,‘E:xaminat‘ian of existing data, demonstration
‘projects, and needed areas.of research to
X identify productive practices and processes
‘r\\ that effect progtams ‘and services.in rural
schools of various sizes; . .
y 5. Develdpment of improved dissemination strategies
. for sharing the .results of such research . ‘
with isolated rural districts;

6. The distribution patterns of federal funds
between metropolitan and non-metropolitan
areas and among more and less rural districts
within non-metropolitan areas; -

]

*
"

7. Initiating research studies which -expand
knowledge about the social and cultural
dynamics of differemt types of rural
schaol systems “and about how their dynamics

” , differ from those of urban and suburban school *
systems; % o o .

8. The feasibility of inteqrating‘or coordinating
. appropriate edycation programs with other
‘ social service grograms in rural ' communities

L

-

V. VOCATIONAL AND CAREER TRAINING IN RURAL AREAS

.

A Coordination of Training Prcgrams -

: )
Coanrence Vote Recommendation .

For Against 22.. The federal government should provide for
- formal coordination of federal programs
S for rural youth, adults, and communities
concerned with career/vocational edu-

61 2

r cation, adult education, employment
: trainirg (CETA), and ecouomic developmont

3

4

9

49

5



Conference Vote . - ) ©

B.

For Against

' 59

&

Explanation

..

S o L ' .
‘There is a relative lack of coordination of

federal education traxnxng programs. Each
program type seéms to-have' Heen conceived
and implemented with little regard for its
potential complementary role with other
programs. A large-scale » nationally-

-coordinated effort is needed to attain better

program effiiciency and responsiveness to
comprehensive rural training nee%g.

Guidance and Counseling / R

<2 L
'

Reccmmendatlon

23. The federal dovernment should ‘sponsor the

' identification and development of guidance

and counseling programs and materials that
focus on the unique needs of rural learners.

v"* .
¢ N »
¢

Explanation

\wﬁile little eﬁpirical evidence exists, there

seenms no doubt that rural youth and adults are
basically without sufficient and quality careédr
guidance and counseling.. This conditidn results
in: . ' .

. *
&

~

. hY '
1. unrealistic career aspirations, high or low;
2. unstructured and dlS]OuntEd career pl ing;

3. unemployment or under—employment due td
replacement, job maintenance, and trans-
ition adjustment problems.

-

Examples . -

v

Among the actxvxtles tha federal government should
support are:

1. identifying yuidance program materials and

-, ' ‘y.
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Conf. Vote

;sbr Against

.

55

x

' practices which have proven to be effec~
tive in rural :educational settings;

2. establishing specialized lcareer vocational
. 7 counselor training programs that focus on*
the unique needs of small, rural schools;
and . : '
- ) [N
3. helping develop guidance programs addressing
- * the unique needs of adults and out-of-schooil .
youths in rural communities. .

]

Demonstration Delivery Systems
' .

Recommenaation - : " P

- ' 4

-

24. The federal government should support
research, program development and evaluy-
ation Qf educational service delivery
systems\yhich are espécially tailored to -
‘bring carwer/ ocational, services to rural
children, youth, and adults.

"Explanation

%
¢

Children, youth, and adults in small, rural
schools have rarely had the full access to |
career/vocational education and employment

training programs available to their urban

counterparts. Because regional training -
sites may officially encompase a large .-
geographic area' while actually’serving a

small population ¢lustered nearby, .the most
Jyeographically isolated rural students sti{ll >~
have little real accessc . K .
Exploration of other alternatives is badly
needed ' , :

- A - L4
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Examgles. ‘
Alternatives the federal government should - - L,
include: . ) . f

§ . ) 1. Area Vocational Centers; oo

o f A | 2._‘;ommungpy-basedvsateylite programs; N e
i N . A . ‘ ~
/ : 3. Mobile, facilities, and .
/ T ‘ ' Ty
: o 4. The use pf educational technologies., "

/ ' 'D. Program Designs for Rural Occupations

LA

Conference Recommendatidp k . v

Vote :
For Against 25,

Vocational educatibn supported by the federal
- government in rural areas should include
, programs’ which provide the broad base

62 v 1 A of divefsified knowledge and skills

o, which are often required for employment
' and entrepreneurship in rural areas, as.

well as for supplementary income and

rural survival. '

kS
. .

- Explanation

. . Because job marketg in :urai{arqgs are limited o

T (encouraging out-migration) and oftepn rapidly
changing, vocational éducation programs need
to teach transferable skills.  In addition, rural
people can benefit from skills which allow '

them to supplement a lower an income by ,
1 resources

. 6takinq advantage of available rura
(e.g., gardening, limited animal husbandry,
woadcutting, etc.). The value of such

vocational education must be judged in terms
of its long-run benefits. Vocational programs .
{inc¢luding Vocational Agriculture and Home
« Economics) sHould be evaluated on the basis
of the general usefulness of thd skills and
C : . knowledge imported, in addition to specific
job placement. .

-~ +

Q ﬁ\\ ) -
“a

t .




’ ' P4
E. Rural Women a
T . . Recommendation . . o
Qfmference. . o T -
‘ V%Fe, - :
b For.,Against 26. The federal government should establxsh .
research action programs to meet the

specific needs of rural women, espeqidlly
those who are entering or re-entering the

56 - 8 o labor markct.
A
~Explanation. , o \i* BT R
' “ @ ﬁﬁral, omen are at a disadvantage within an-
. - : ’ already limited al job market. They need
v . Specimg programs help. them make informed
5 - “decisions. about occupatxonal optlons, carger
b ‘ A planning, .and values issues within a camparatively

traditional culture. Sich programs must be
made fully accessible to rural women. <k
»

P Toe

N . . - -

123 IS ‘ - ’ . -. ‘ . "
;fen /the actxv;tles that the federal gavern- ’ o

-t ‘ ment should suﬁport are:. N
- l fCounsellng programs for rural women.
3 ®
2, Skills training o . e
* ' . ' . I3 3 “ : N
. 3. Assistance in gaining #ccess tor non- N
o .traditional occupations

f - * »

., 4. Support services (e.g., day cdre) for , R
v ’ Sty rural women, who want to work ¢

\I. ENERGY AND RURAL EDUCATION

TOA. Increasing Energy Costs and Transportation

{
Corference Recommendatiop .
Vote : b
For Against 27. The federal government should assess the
, isdom of school consali ation policies .
bl 3 in'relation to the impadtt of rising €uel

costs and |,

&

. | 53 893
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. N . - ;\ . ) ’
: . ¥ : : : ‘ :
’ / ~ /--/:?.*- R & ’

Sha#%ggeé on school transportation.

- . >3
‘:«“/ ) ) # i
, Explanation . ) ,
e ) =
- Por many years, the trend has been to consol- .
. ‘ . A ~idate smaller schools- and/or-scheel distrjcts

into larger, more comprehensive facilities
and/or districts. These consolidations were
intended torprovide“student access to expanded -
programs and curriculum offerings,. achieve
ecohomies of scale and- improve education.
More recent research indicates that effective
educational programs have been conducted im

‘ relatively small facilities. This, toupled
with dramatically increased transportation s
costs,/ suggests the need for a re-examinatioy

. of econcomies of smaller satellite education

. oy " centers. Such a study would determine the

potential savings in energy and capital _

investment for a limited number of arrangements,

r i.e., what advantages and disadvantages occur =  ~
N , ‘when transportation is cut and decentralized
‘{qu‘ facilities are utilized or constructed? Wwhat
R are the costs/benefits of various ¢ombirfations?
0 y“ o~ . ;
: v . , ]
- P . - Examples & - -
. : ‘ . a
& B . . - . "y

R Among the studies that should be supported’ are:

1. , An examination of the costs, in dollars
and energy, to replace buses with facilities
that will meet the need ©f rureml edycatibdn,
compared to employinhg the same costs to

- continue busing; '

]

2. & comparison of the social advantages an
disadvantages, e.g., more time in scho
activities, racial balance, increased

- decreased staffing.




.’f
~
B.

Conference
" { vVote
For Against

&«

-

-

o~
Energy Consérvati0n~inﬁ§g;al Buildings
éecommendation' . ‘
28.  The federal government should develop,

Expla

a program of energy conservation measu
relevant to rural schools and rural co
and provide technical assistance in th
implementation of these measures.

3

nation o

-
x

The i
-schob
sSchoo
when
Const
empha

mpact of the energy situation on rural
1s and rural colleges is unique. Most
ls were designed and built in a time
energy was inexpensive ang abundant.
ruction funds weﬁe.limite& and major
Sis was placed on achievigg Adequate

Space and fagilities. “Little,[if any, rega

- was ‘g
struc
and ¢
These

enter
indus
cost
fuel
twelv

information and weak

costs
their
costs

of th
costs
alloc

iven for the energy efficle of the

tures. Lighting, ventilation, heating

Q0ling systems were over-designed.
inherent building characteristics,

resulted in facilitieg that waste as
as 25 to 50 percen;ﬁqf the energy used

. 2

by the nature of the public school
ggise. Schools, unlike business ang
try, are unable to pass on the higher
of energy to their customers. Since -
expenditures must be budgeted- six to
@ months in advance with only limited

. distaricts may have to radically trim
educational programs to mes rising

res,
lleges,
e.

rd

14

.

Projections of increased

[N

- Budgets are entrenched in traditional
expenditure patterns wherein 75 to 85 percent

e budget is designgd for personnel
; with as little a% 3 to § percent
ated for energy. Because funds for

capital improvements are virtually non-
existent, implementing energy-savings
improvements is nearly impossible.

oo



r : ‘ ‘ . X
] ) ‘ ) - . -
» . Finally, rural schools lack the technical

help to solve energy problems.* In many

. . cases, maintenance and conservation efforts
are assigned to personnel who have other
v full-time responsibilities. Energy proglems

cannot be properly assessed because. records
\ ‘ are incomplete or non-existent. ' Even when
, attempts are made to improve the energy_
- effigiency -of schools, apathy, limited
i ~‘“§tgchnical knowledge, and lack of public .
7 . support bxing the progess to a standstill.
. : : ‘in short, school personnel do not know
, . - “what to do," “"how to do it," nor have the
. : : "money to do it."y )

' . . /\
¢ ' ~ . . L

-t
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: APPENDIX B
"RURAL ROUNDTABLES SITES AND DATES
‘BY REGION
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- USO§ -Region

111

»

i Boston, Massachusetts
Dr. Thomas J. Burns
il New York, New York
~DOr. William D, Green
1

. Or. Albert C. Crambert

S

v Atlanta, Georgia
Dr. Williaw L. Lewds

t
A

¥ Chicago, IMlineis . _

' br. Ju1§ette Lester
¥l - Dallas, Texas *
Mr. Edward Baca
vif . Kansas City, Missouri
© =Dr. Harold L. Blackburn
vzfr Denver, Colorad
Dr. H. John Runkel
. -
IX San Francisco,’ California
br. Caroline J. 6illin
X'y Seattle, Washington

Mr. Allen 1. Apodaca

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

RURAL ROUND

anatigglgggjrggrson

!

States

¢

o .Connectfcut. Maine, Massachusétts

New Hampslifre, Rhode Islan , and
Vermont

New Jersey, New York, Puerto
Rico, Yirgin Islands, and Capal
Zone

Delaware, H@fylan&. Pennsylvania,

Yirginia, West Virginia, and
Washington, 'D.C. j

Alabama, Florida, Georgia,
Kentucky, Mississippi, North
Tarolina, South Carolina, and
Tennessee

111inois, Indiana, Michigan,
“ Minnesota, Ohio, and Wisconsin

Arkansas, Louisiana, New Mexico,

Oklahoma, and Texas

Towa, Kansas, Missouri; and
Nebraska

chorndo, Montana,
South Dakota, titah,

North Dakota,

&nd'Hyamq¥i

Arizoma, California, Hawaii,
Nevada, Amertcan Samca, Tust
Territory of the Pacific, Guam,

-

and Northern Mariannas Islands r ~ |

Alaskam.ldaho; Oregon,\hnd
Washington :

TABLES SITES AND DATES BY REGIONe

(

\~
N .
4 N

L
\

Roundtable STte

Sheraton-Nayfarar Motor Inn
Bedford, New Hampshire .

N
State University of New York
at Ston¥ Brook, Stony Brook,
New York

University of Delaware
Newark, Delaware

s

Tuskegee Institute
Tuskegee, Alabama *

. *

Ohio State Universit

\Coymbus » Ohio ‘ .

The University of Texas at
Austin, Austin, Texas

Holiday.Inn, International
Alrport, Kansas City, Missouri

Coloradp State University
Ft. Collins, Colorado

Moliday Inn
Fresno, California

-
-

University of Idaho
Moscew, Idaho

University of Alaska
Fairbanks, Alaska

~

4

Date
9/28/79

«.X

9/13}?§

9/18/79

9/11/79

9/26/79

9/20/79

Rty
SRR

~

&

89/25/79

8/24/79

*

9/19/79

-~

9422479

9/27/79
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NUMBERS AND PERCENTAGES OF RESPONSES BY CATEGORIES BY RECOMMENDATION

Recom- : Key Words® Total Strongly Agree Un#écfded Disagree  Strongly

¥ mendation N Ajree ' . Disagree,
1 - T. Execitive Order = 500 200{40.0) 174(34.8§ 43?8;6) s1§10.2§ 3256.4)
2 - 2. Interagency " 496 127(25.6) « 173(34.8) 60{12.0) 82(15.5} - s4 10.8). .
. Coordinating Bady , _ -
3 3. Rural tducation 503 128(25.4) 175(34.7) 64(12.7) 74(14.7) 82(12.3) -
- Qffice - _
4 4, Flexible Fundinq 498, 332(68.8) 141(28.3) 10(2.0) 8(7.2) 9(1.8)
o Mechanism .
5 5. Additional Fin- 501 277(55.2) 170(33.9) 20(3.9) . 20(3.9) 14(2.7)
, ancial Support
g 8 §. Rural Curriculum 458 153532.7) 222(44.5) 42§8.4) 43(8.6) 28?5.5%
& 7 7. Encourage Com- 498 161(32.3) - 227(45.5) 45(9.0) 31(6.2) -34(s5.8
munity-Based QOr- ' ‘ '
R ganizations ‘ ‘ .
-8 8. Technical Assis- 499 234(46.8)  157(31.4) 34(6.8) 47(9.4) 27(5.4)
tance . :
9 9. Communication 501 182(36.3) 247(49.3) 37(7.3) 20(3.9)® - 15(2.7)
: < Network ‘ . ' L
N 10 10. Rural Educa:ion 494 146(29.5) 170(34.4) 86(17.4) 51(10.3) 41(8.2)
Act -
11 11, Lecal Capacity 495 179(36.1) 217(43.8) 40(8.0) 34(6.8} 25(5.0)
", B8uilding - \ ‘
- 12+ T2, Broader Involve- 487 116(23.8) 216{44.3) 93(19.0) 33(6. 75 29(5.9)
ment ‘
13 13, Combine Funding 493 204(41.3) 222%45.0) 37§7 .5) }7(3 4) NIB?E.E;
14 14, Internatidnal 496 101(20.3) 222(44.7) 75(15.1) 62(72 5) '38(7.2
Experiments
15 . 15, Rural Teacher 497 181(36.4) 173(34.8) 48(9.5) 58(?1.6) 37(7.4)
Training 3
16 18. Rural Teacher 496 171(34.4) 167(33.6) 5%(71:5) 67(13.5) 33(5.6).
Incentives g - ‘ .
17 17. Technology ° 436 184(33.0) 222E4A.?} 50(10.0) .34§5.8§ 26(5.2)
18 . 18. Education Service 454 164(33.1) 233(47.0) 21{10.3) 26(5.2 20(4.0}
‘ : Agencies : : :
19 19. Rural Data 494 133(26.9) 222(44.9) 64(12.9) <37(7.4) 38{7.8) -
20 2C. Rural Research . 495 184(37.1) 206%41;}) S]§10.3) 3355.5% . 21{8.2)
21 21. Callaborative 490 231(47.1) 213(43.3) 22(3.4) N1{2.2) " N3(2. 5)
S Research Agenda
22 . 22. Coordination of 4%6 183(36.8) 200(40.3) 54(}&) 31(6.2) - 28(5.8) -
Yocational Prog. . . /
23 23. Guidance and 493 124(29.3) 217(44.0) 54(10.9) 44(8.9) 34(6.8) -
Coungeling ' . -
24 24, Vocational Serv. 490 180(35.5) 221(43.6) 33{6.5}) 37{7.3) 19(3.7)
\ Delfvery Systems ' : . o .
25° 25. Broad-Based Voc- 490 202(41.2) 216(44.0) 38(7.7) 18(3.6)"  16(3.2)
ational Education "
26 26. Rural Women 488 145(29.7) . 18%{(37 ) 73(14,9) S?(IO 4) 34(s.9)
. 27 . 27, School Lonsoli- 478 164(34.3) 140( .2) 43(8.9) C 81(12.7)  70(14.6)
cr . dation Policies s ' '
28 {8. Etnergy Conser- 583‘.585(38.3) 197(40. 7 ) 33(6.8) , 39(8.0) 25
vation e .

Sercantages may not <otal due to rounding. °

{ ) = Percentages
*The complate recommendation with accsmpanyfng rationa?e and examples are deta1Ted in .
Appendix A, s T

. "~ .“ Vi
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APPENDIX D

RANK ORDER AND PERCENTAGE OF
PARTICIPANTS AGREEMENT BY RECONMENDATION

~AND GROUP




RANK ORDER AND PERCENTAGE OF PARTICIPANTS" AGREEMENT BY RECOMMENDATION AND GROUP*
- . ’ - N . .

4

v | | » | -

R = Recommendation RS = Raw Score* % = Pe tage of Agreeing -
y - o ; ' ~ or Strongly Agreeing
GROUPS 1 2 .3 T 4 T
"~ RANK R. < RS R % RS R % RS R % RS R b4 RS
, 1 4 90.2 48 4 96.5 514 4 92.9 }28 4 91.5 91 4 94,9 781
2 25 93.0 43 . 5 9.1 450 5 93.0 114 5 79.6 73 5 89,1 676
3 21+ 96.5 41 21 88.9 416, 21 92.6 112 . 21 93.0 69 21 90.5 638 _
4 13 90.2 39 13 84,7 375" 1389.5 108 ~ 9 88.3 69 1386.3 587
5 7 87.0 39 8 81.4 375 2589.1 103 1387.9 65 2585.6 570
6 5 86.6 39 25 83,8 367 9 86.1 99 2077.5 "'59 9 85.6 561
7 8 90.2 37 9 84.8 35 1879.9 8 = 2583.0 57 8 78.2 523
x " 2
8 24 87.0 37 © 24 81,9 342 22 78.5 84 22 76.6 55 24 79.1 510
9. 9 177.0 37 11 81.5 336 20 77.3 82 19 71.0 52 20 78.7 499
10 22 80.6 36 - 18 80.6 327 11 83.4 81 17.76.6 51 18 80.1 495
11 28 86.1 35 20 78.5 327 24 83.2 80 24 75,7 51 11 79.9 491
12 ‘18 30.5 34 1 76.4 314 19 78.0 8 - 6 715 51 22 77.1 479 .
* 13 17 80.5 34 28 80.0 312 17 76.4 76 7 76.6 50° 28 79.0 470
14 1 80.5 33 - 22 76,5 304 28 75.3 74 28 75.7 49 17 77.7 464
15 26 “79.9 33 17 78.1 303 6 78.1 71 8 70.6 48 1 74.8 459
16 20 86.6 31 6 77.8 297 7 76.9 70 1 66.6 48 7 77.8 450
17 11 86.1 31 7 77.4 291 26 68.5 66 1873.1 47 6 77.2 449
18 16 79.9 31 - 72,7 2n 23 7.7 65  1566.6 43 1571.2 403
19 15 80,85+ 30 = 2375.2 265 1 72.0 64 11 63.3 43 23 73.2 393
20 © .6 83.3 29 16 69.8 264 8 67.7 63 10 60.0 37 16 68.0 376
21 .23 74,1 29 10 66.5 235 14 65.4 50 1267.2 36 .19 71.8 375
22 12 70.9 28 12 68.6 234 1564.3 60 26 64.3 35 12 §8.1 1357
23 27-.70.9 28 19 69.5 222 12 65.8 59 16 63.3 34 26 67.6 356
24 14 76.5 27 26 66.5 222 16 60.6 47 23 63.3 34 10 63.9 329
25 3 74,1 25. 14 64.6 183 2 55,7 37 27 62.8 31 14 65.0 290
26 19 79.2 23 27 64.1 179« 3 58,5 36 2 56,6 23 27 63.5 267
27 2 72.3 23 2 61.3 155 10 55.7 34 3 56.6 23 2 60.4 238
28 10 66.6 23 3 58.9 148 27 %8.8 29 14 62,0 20 3 60.1 232

" *To account for the dff¥erences between a strongly agree and agree response, as well as
between a strongly disagree and disagree response, a raw score was calculated for each
recommendation. The raw score was calculated by assigning the following weighted
values to each response:

-2 for each strongly disagree
-1 fer each disagree a
0 for each undecided

1 for each agree

2 foragach strongly agree

59 ..
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APPENDIX E
RANK ORDERAND PERCENTAGES OF

- AGREED AND STRONGLY AGREED RESPONSES
TO RECOMMENDATIONS, BY REGION

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



RANK ORDER AND PERCENTAGES OF AGREED AND STRONGL
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f

Q

e

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

/s

<

Y AGREED RESPONSES TO RECOMMENDATIO}S, BY REGION

RSN T

] REGION KREQION 4 REGION § REGION & REGION ¥ REQION § REGION ¥ REGION 10 -
RANKL 8 % RN * RS [N % RS | N % RSl R % ARSI R % RS |R % ngin % RS R X Rs R % Rs
1 & 97.) 191 s 98.4 4% _f 11 100.0 1) 4 Q?.‘i ] & N9 6 A 218 9 4 99,1 126] 4 "100.0 43 & 91.8 & [ N ) 80
1 b] 931.1 1719 4 92.8 &) 22 100.0 1% s 2y AN s 19,9 sé |21 1.8 76 s §8.2. 104} 21 100.0 &0 s she ¥ 211 Be.9 89
Jja 96.5 16621 $%.2 &2 15 %0.0 18 s 84.1 ST s 81.8 5S¢ 5 8%.9 7% ¥ $9.2 103} 17 100.0 3} 1 83 9 15 19.1 &6
Afs ser 1M %2 &) 13 80.0 14 ]13} 948 W 71« 806 51§13 %01 N U 85.1 91| 20 100.0 33 21 829 & 11 85.4 &Y
s 11y e e 133113 %64 i) 19 %0.0 13 ]2y 9.3 X { 9 86,1 44 f25 §7.0 70 J20 30.0 %] & %01 2y 8.y &) 5 9.4 8
s] e 871 1Al B 920 3 I 18 13111 s M 211 19.% & 1 76.9 70 {18 80,7 8318 6.0 35~ 9 83.3 4} s 817 W2
7 ]2% 860 160 {18 8.7 Y 1 80.0- 13 {24 v0.0 43 128 78,0 4} § 79.) &1 [17 79,1 8312% 9. » s 82,8 &0 18 8).) W8
] 3 80.) léO] ¥ 89.2 3% L} $0.0 131 9 850 43 {13 17.1 40 | 18 80.6 60 |29 719.2 831y 100 b1 % 809 & 11 . 89.5 56
9 124 74.7 1J0f20 82,1 3} ] 80.0 13 ]21 346 0} T 798 3 | ad. ae 59 f 24 788 82] 1) 6.0 1 13 17 B s 81,6 3
10 {1t h.E 124 Yy 92,8 ) 11 80.0 i3 |20 82.0 43 J120 72.7 3¢ |11 79,0 %8 |13 &1.9 t 13 s 92,03 is 78.5 18 17 833 M
1t 122 so0 12319 821 3} 24 0.0 13 {17 8%.0 & 11 737 18 J 20 7%.6 5% 6 18,0 1815 8800 23 1.8 W 11 1. %21
11 j10 18.4 117 zl; 8.7 1N i 80.0 12 {19 84,2 &1 18 K4 1N 9 79.0 %2 |28 81.2 17| 24 §82.030 6 85.3 ) 24 85,1 S0
13 ] ¢ 1.7 113 )24 892 31 13 se.8 11 {18 89,7 A0 J 26 77.2 32 } 12 75,8 W2 11 78,5 7612 . X 72 1.8 3¢ 7 81) %W
14 |17 15.% 11 2%y 2.8 1% & 80.0 1t 127 B2.35 AQ 1 69.7 W 7 718 St 1 1%&4 M} 7 88030 1 1np o1 iz o %W
15 127 71.) 108}l §2.1 1% s $0.0 11 |18 83.0 40 17 7:.8 019 10 80.) A% 8 71.% 1) 11 92.0 29 8 12,8 1 1 81.27 &
16 { 2% Fr.1 108 87 18 s 28 10 7.7 1l J O81.0 40 2% 71.4 28 § 718 49 16 70.2 .0 5y 91,32 16 &1 32 & 11.8 A9
2.1 ? 1.9 107 112 82.1 27 16 g8.8 10 {13 so.0 3¢ 21 10.4 16 18 10,9 &7 1 759 8} 8 84.02¢8 0 n.s n 1y %S W
i8 i 73,3 107 ] s 85.1 2§ i 10.0 022 1.8 W 19 s4.1 26 19 7%.8 AS |19 §7.8. 6} 23 840 24 17 10,7 10 W 10.8 4%
18 18 4.3 109} 23 £2.1 2% b3 80.0 9 & 75.% 34 1 82.7 28 12 71,1 A3 |22 6.4 sp| 28 76.0 24 7 88.2 30 16 &8.7 48
0 |1 10.1 10% | 28 .8 17 80.0 ¥ [28 J76.9 34 18 6%, 18 17 719.% ¥t 21 69.0 531 22 68.0 22 10 68.2 16 87,1 &}
11 |18 73,0 100 1 Ti.4 2% LS 10,0 ¢ 10 763 34 3 81L& 2% 2 66.1 40 |26 67.0 $3 3 72.0 10 1t 682 W7 8 1. 18
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